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Abstract 
 
 
In the preface to her play The Luckey Chance; or, An Alderman’s Bargain, Aphra Behn 
invited ‘any unprejudic'd Person […] to read any of my Comedys and compare 'em with 
others of this Age’. This study examines Aphra Behn’s comedies staged between 1678 and 
1681 in light of their textual borrowings from mid- to late seventeenth-century French and 
English literature and drama, or ‘others of this Age’, in order to more firmly establish Aphra 
Behn’s authorial contexts. 
 Examined here, therefore, are both previously identified sources from which Behn 
made active borrowings, and previously unidentified sources, in both English and French, 
which also evidence indubitable borrowings by Behn in her Popish Plot and Exclusion Crisis 
comedies. Evidence of such appropriation is explored here through the lens of Aphra Behn’s 
treatment of material text, in the form of both letters and legalized documentation. Of 
especial consideration is how, through active revisions of and departures from her source 
texts, Behn explores the capacity of written texts to facilitate misdirections, arouse suspicion, 
highlight characters’ interpretative limitations, and provoke laughter. Also highlighted here is 
the fact that the textual complexity of Aphra Behn’s comedies staged between 1678 and 1681 
lies partly in their own thematic concerns and internal structurings and parallels, but more so 
in their textual and performative allusions, the appropriative strategies that they evidence, and 
the range of literary networks that they operate within. 
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Note on Texts 
 
 
Where English plays exist in modern editions with line numbers, references are given to act 
(Roman), scene (Arabic), and line numbers, and are quoted from as in the modern editions, 
except where a note has been provided to indicate a departure and the reason for that 
departure. For early-modern English plays that do not exist in modern editions, page numbers 
have been used in place of act and scene numbers for ease of locating the reference. French 
drama has been quoted in English where it exists in the form of a scholarly translation; where 
it does not, the French has been quoted and a literal translation supplied immediately 
following the French, with a single exception that is noted in Chapter One. In the case of 
citations to one-act plays from French, I have followed the convention of supplying the 
relevant scene number; in the case of citations to plays of more than one act, act (Roman) and 
scene (Arabic) numbers have been supplied. 
 
 
The long s has been systematically standardized throughout. Where titles of early texts 
contain quirks in spelling, these have been retained for ease of locating such titles. 
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‘I said only it was mine, not that I was the Author’: Authorship, Borrowings, 
and Contexts, Introduction 
 
This study finds its origins in two crucial contexts. First, there are the astonishing recovery 
and bibliographic projects centred on early women’s writing that were undertaken in the late 
twentieth century, which make this thesis thinkable.1 Equally though differently essential is 
the phenomenal range of works contained in both Early English Books Online and 
Eighteenth-Century Collections Online, which provide access to a vastly interesting and 
invaluable range of materials. There is a pressing need now for good editions of neglected 
works to facilitate interpretative enterprise; a key aim of the current study is, often implicitly, 
to demonstrate what such an edition of the works of Aphra Behn’s plays might enable, and 
this is a matter that I shall return to. 
 The precise focus of this study on Behn’s plays also has more specific inspirations, of 
course. Derek Hughes characterizes Aphra Behn as ‘a careful and subtle writer of dramatic 
texts’, suggesting both that ‘she did not revere’ the written page as ultimate recourse, and that 
the ‘slipperiness and ambiguity of texts is a prominent concern’ across both her comedy and 
her tragi-comedy.2 Aphra Behn has, though, as Robert D. Hume suggests, ‘enjoyed a boom in 
recent years’.3 Placing Behn alongside later dramatists, and noting the smattering of critical 
attention to the work of Farquhar, Fielding and Sheridan, Hume concludes that, nonetheless, 
‘[o]verall, both the quantity and the quality of the modern criticism of this drama must be 
considered disappointing’.4 Hume posits a reason for this: he suggests, ‘these plays are highly 
effective theatrical vehicles, but they tend to possess little literary depth. They do not provide 
the complexities and ambiguities dear to teachers of English literature, to whom they offer 
little challenge. In explicative terms, these plays are usually unproblematical’.5 This thesis 
will offer another explanation for the lack of critical attention to these plays. The 
observations both that there are few examples of thorough, sustained critical interrogation of 
playwrights of the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, and that there is a general 
impression of their limited textual complexity are not, I think, unconnected. Indeed, of the 
                                            
1  In particular, for instance, this study is deeply and often implicitly indebted to Mary Ann O’Donnell’s 
extensive and thorough bibliography of Aphra Behn’s published works. See Mary Ann O’Donnell, Aphra Behn: 
An Annotated Bibliography of Primary and Secondary Sources, 2nd edn (Farnham: Ashgate, 2004). 
2 Derek Hughes, The Theatre of Aphra Behn (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 192. 
3 Robert D. Hume, ‘Theatre History, 1660-1800: Aims, Materials, Methodology’, in Players, Playwrights, 
Playhouses: Investigating Performance, 1660-1800, ed. by Michael Cordner and Peter Holland (New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), pp. 9-44 (p. 16). 
4 Hume, ‘Theatre History, 1660-1800: Aims, Materials, Methodology’, p. 16. 
5 Hume, ‘Theatre History, 1660-1800: Aims, Materials, Methodology’, p. 16. 
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four playwrights named here by Hume, none has received a scholarly, rigorous, and 
systematic edition of their complete (dramatic) writings in the latter half of the twentieth 
century. Editors including Michael Cordner and Jane Spencer have of course produced 
relatively affordable selected classroom editions of Sheridan and Behn respectively, both 
with Oxford University Press, but the very nature of an edition intended primarily for the 
Further Education or Higher Education student, must, quite properly, not overwhelm its 
reader with editorial intrusions beyond what is instructive or necessary to their purposes, or 
detract from their engagement with the authors’ words with anything approaching overly 
complicated explications of textual apparatus. In the context of this limited editorial 
engagement with her writings, Hume’s impression of Behn’s drama as textually 
‘unproblematical’ and unambiguous is wholly understandable.  
 The analyses that follow in this study owe much to scholars of Behn’s drama in their 
identifying of many, though not all, of the source texts I discuss in the pages that follow, but 
despite the relatively detailed attention that Aphra Behn’s comedies have received in recent 
years, there is much systematic work still to do in relation to her – particularly in relation to 
her authorial practices and source texts – if even more firmly grounded scholarship is going 
to be possible. Indeed, as Derek Hughes goes on to note in his book already referred to, 
‘Behn’s plays are allusive, though primarily to other plays’.6 As I shall show, their textual 
complexity lies partly in their own thematic concerns and internal structurings and parallels, 
but more so in their textual and performative allusions, the appropriative strategies that they 
evidence, and the range of literary networks that they operate within. This is, I think, in part, 
what Hughes implies when he argues that Behn ‘depicts a span of social evolution, and a 
range of synchronous cultural diversity, that is unparalleled in late seventeenth-century 
drama’.7  
Although this thesis has a specific author as its focus, I do not wish to allow the ways 
in which Behn might be thought of as atypical – or ‘unparalleled’, in Hughes’s just-quoted 
assessment – to obscure the many appropriative practices and thematic interests that she 
shared with her playwright contemporaries. Indeed, Behn’s imagining of the libertine ethos, 
her dramatic commentary, her fascination with the developments – and limitations – of the 
New Science in ways that were shared by other late seventeenth-century playwrights, have 
                                            
6 Hughes, Theatre, p. 192. 
7 Hughes, Theatre, p. 193. 
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and are being usefully and interestingly explored by critics.8 For instance, Jane Spencer notes 
that Aphra Behn’s responsiveness to evolving dramatic tastes is in keeping with that of some 
of her better-known contemporaries: ‘[t]he earlier part of her stage career coincided with the 
vogue for sex comedy, and her plays, like those of Etherege and Wycherley in the same years, 
presented successful rakes, adultery, and fornication, and made frequent use of bawdy and 
double entendre’.9 Further, whilst not always successful, Behn’s sense of changing theatrical 
tastes can also be seen more clearly in light of Nancy Klein Maguire’s discussion of the 
trajectory of tragicomedy on the public stage. Having ‘dominate[d] the stage for a decade’, 
Maguire suggests of tragicomedies, they were to ‘disappear by 1671’.10 Behn’s first two 
staged plays, The Forc’d Marriage and The Amorous Prince, performed in 1670 and 1671 
respectively, follow this trend; Behn was not finished with the genre when it fell out of 
fashion, though: Behn was to have another tragicomedy staged during her lifetime, The 
Young King, in the context of the furore of the Popish Plot and the resulting Exclusion Crisis, 
discussed in the concluding remarks to this thesis; another, The Widdow Ranter, which was 
first staged posthumously, has an historical context not in Exclusion, but in the crowning of 
James II. Maguire’s observations about Restoration tragicomedy can be seen partly to explain 
Behn’s dramatic trajectory – she started with tragicomedy when the genre was popular, 
turning from it when it fell from favour. But Behn’s own perceptions of the form’s 
capabilities led her twice to return to the possibility of staging it when many other 
playwrights did not, though elsewhere Maguire ably demonstrates the potential that Behn’s 
playwright contemporaries saw for appropriating ‘Shakespeare’s thickly valent plays’, 
particularly his histories and tragedies, for exploring ‘the ambiguity of the Restoration 
crisis’.11 
The writings of the critics mentioned thus far have all had a crucial formative impact 
on my research. Another fundamental influence is Susan J. Owen’s ground-breaking study of 
the relationship between the political turmoil of the 1670s and 1680s and the public stage. 
                                            
8  Such subjects were the basis of much lively discussion at the April 2012 conference at Loughborough 
University, ‘Aphra Behn in her Seventeenth-Century Contexts’. See also articles that had their genesis in that 
conference, Aphra Behn: New Questions and Contexts, Women’s Writing special number, ed. by Claire 
Bowditch and Elaine Hobby, 22 (2015). For the most sensitive and thorough discussion of Behn’s engagement 
with libertine rhetoric and aesthetic, see Warren Chernaik, Sexual Freedom in Restoration Literature 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995). 
9 Jane Spencer, Aphra Behn’s Afterlife (Oxford: Oxford University Press), p. 69. 
10 Nancy Klein Maguire, Regicide and Restoration: English Tragicomedy, 1660-1671 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1992), p. 8. 
11 Nancy Klein Maguire, ‘Factionary Politics: John Crowne’s Henry VI’, in Culture and Society in the Stuart 
Restoration: Literature, Drama, History, ed. by Gerald MacLean (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1995), pp. 70-92 (p. 73). Maguire not only traces Crowne’s verbatim borrowings from Shakespeare, but also 
highlights the composite nature of his appropriation (see esp. p. 74).  
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Owen quotes Aphra Behn’s lamentation in her prologue to The Feign’d Curtizans on the 
extent to which ‘the political situation adversely affected the two London theatres’:12 
 
 The devil take this cursed plotting Age, 
’T has ruin’d all our Plots upon the Stage; 
 Suspicions, New Elections, Jealousies, 
 Fresh Informations, New discoveries, 
 Do so employ the busie fearful Town, 
 Our honest calling here is useless grown; 
  […] 
 To what a wretched pass will poor Plays come, 
 This must be damn’d, the Plot is laid in Rome; 
  ’Tis hard—yet—  
 Not one amongst ye all I’le undertake, 
 Ere thought that we should suffer for Religions sake: 
 Who wou’d have thought that wou’d have been th’occasion, 
 Of any contest in our hopefull Nation?13 
 
Owen suggests that Behn complains in her prologue that ‘[p]eople are no longer content to be 
spectators in a theatre when they can fancy themselves involved in a real-life plot’.14 
Certainly this is true: in many ways, like the similar lamentations of her contemporaries 
discussed by Owen, Behn here implies that playwrights could not hope to portray ‘upon the 
Stage’ any plots as fantastical as the ones that the public were inventing and believing for 
themselves as a result of the allegations, counter-allegations, accusations, and counter-
accusations concerning what Owen refers to as ‘two unrelated, yet related, sets of events’.15 
The first, discussed in more detail below, was ‘Titus Oates’s allegations of a Roman Catholic 
conspiracy to assassinate the king’, a plot made more plausible by ‘the murder of Sir Edmund 
Bury Godfrey, the magistrate to whom Oates had originally given his evidence’. 16 The 
second, Owen notes, was the revelation of financial agreements between the English and 
French monarchs, Charles II and Louis XIV, concerning ‘the French financial subsidy to 
Charles’.17 Further, as Owen’s fellow scholar, the historian, Mark Knights has explored, the 
period 1678-1681 was ‘a time of crisis’, in which ‘the rupture of Anglo-French relations [... 
should be seen as] an essential component’.18 These crises, which together served to heighten 
                                            
12 Susan J. Owen, Restoration Theatre and Crisis (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), p. 63. 
13 Aphra Behn, The Feign’d Curtizans, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: 
Pickering 1992-1996), VI (1996), pp. 83-159 (p. 89, ll. 1-21). 
14 Owen, Restoration Theatre and Crisis, p. 64. 
15 Owen, Restoration Theatre and Crisis, p. 1. 
16 Owen, Restoration Theatre and Crisis, p. 1. 
17 Owen, Restoration Theatre and Crisis, p. 1. 
18 Mark Knights, Politics and Opinion in Crisis, 1678-81 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), p. 3, 
p. 10. 
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anti-Catholic feeling, were disseminated, responded to, reacted to, and conducted in print. 
Facilitated by the analyses of that print-culture offered by Owen and Knights, what follows 
here is a consideration of Aphra Behn’s treatment of textual materiality and authority. I seek 
to show how Behn’s response to these social contexts is distinct from their treatment in the 
source texts for her comedies staged between 1678 and 1681. In doing so, I aim more firmly 
to situate Behn not only in that historical moment but also in its specifically literary 
dimensions: the contexts of literary appropriation and translation; discourses relating to 
textual ownership and authorship; the instability of the epistolary and legal writings; the 
explicit context of the public thirst for intrigue that Behn bemoans in her prologue; all these 
need to be considered if Behn’s engagement in her plays with her historical moment is to be 
properly understood.  
In his essay ‘Theatre History, 1660-1800: Aims, Materials, Methodology’, Robert D. 
Hume presents a useful reminder to anyone embarking on the task of historical interpretation 
of dramatic texts: 
 
Both directly and circuitously, plays reflect and present the events, issues, and 
ideologies of their time. To understand them properly, a scholar must be familiar with 
their multifarious contexts. Conversely, the plays are themselves historical evidence, 
though by no means unproblematically so. The relationship between literature or 
drama and historical actuality is ever shifting, unstable and difficult to determine with 
any confidence. (What exactly is the connection between The Man of Mode and the 
real world of London society in 1676?)19  
 
The difficulty, Hume implies, is the search for a stable sense of ‘historical actuality’. Such a 
warning relies, however, on the conceptualisation of both ‘actuality’ and ‘London society’ as 
singularities, rather than as a co-existing myriad of actualities. Despite that small but crucial 
quarrel with Hume’s characterisation of the task of theatre history, in a very real sense, this 
study utilizes two approaches that Hume elsewhere usefully delineates: ‘historical 
scholarship’ and ‘historical interpretation’ (italics in original).20 The former, Hume suggests, 
‘involves gathering facts about the contexts in which texts were written and in which they 
were disseminated and read. The latter is devoted to recovering the meaning apparently 
designed by the author or understood by readers in an earlier period. The one is scholarly and 
contextual; the other, though conducted with scholarly reference to the originary context, is 
                                            
19 Robert D. Hume, ‘Theatre History, 1660-1800’, p. 30. 
20 Robert D. Hume, ‘The Aims and Pitfalls of “Historical Interpretation”’, Philological Quarterly, 89 (2010), 
353-83 (p. 353). 
6 
 
more critical and text orientated’.21 As signalled in my opening remarks to this Introduction, 
whilst stretching Hume’s definition of ‘historical scholarship’ to include the gathering of 
source texts rather than of ‘facts’, when it comes to the subject of this investigation, Aphra 
Behn, we are a long way from having the ‘historical scholarship’ – perhaps in the form of 
well-edited texts that provide information – that Hume indicates is necessary.  Whilst I have 
drawn on Hume’s helpful separation of two key strands of historical enquiry, therefore, it has 
also often been necessary to supplement existing ‘historical scholarship’ quite considerably 
in order to enable ‘historical interpretation’.   
 Hume suggests that the historical interpreter might approach their subject with one or 
more aims in mind, so as to discover one or more of the following: ‘meaning as apparently 
designed by the author’; ‘meaning as presumptively or demonstrably understood by original-
era readers’; ‘meaning as it was interpreted by various sorts of later readers’ (italics in 
original).22 As I do here, Hume takes as his primary enquiry the question of ‘“what the author 
wanted to convey” as deduced from reading the text with the sorts of topical knowledge that 
some members of the original audience could be expected to possess’.23 I have attempted, 
however, not to take as my second step beyond Behn’s comedies a move into the quagmire of 
Hume’s ‘topical knowledge’. Instead, I have privileged as the next step of the reconstruction 
of Behn’s authorial contexts the problem of identifying her source materials where explicit 
verbal/textual borrowings are discernable. Indeed, in seeking to establish what John Wilcox 
refers to as cases of ‘indubitable borrowing’, I have relied on his conservative approach to the 
identification of sources, especially in cases where I have challenged current scholarly 
opinion on relationships between Aphra Behn plays and source texts with which they are 
presently linked.24 As I shall show, contemporary scholarship has tended to approach the 
problem of identifying Behn’s links to her source texts using methods that privilege thematic 
connections over textual resonances and parallels, and in doing so, has made some 
misleading assumptions. By applying Wilcox’s much stricter insistence that verbal or textual 
borrowings have to be identified if a link is to be argued for, I have been able to demonstrate 
connections between previously unidentified sources and Behn’s dramatic oeuvre.25 Whilst 
Wilcox is most concerned with English playwrights’ use of Molière on the late seventeenth-
                                            
21 Hume, ‘The Aims and Pitfalls of “Historical Interpretation”’, p. 353. 
22 Hume, ‘The Aims and Pitfalls of “Historical Interpretation”’, p. 355. 
23 Hume, ‘The Aims and Pitfalls of “Historical Interpretation”’, p. 355. 
24 John Wilcox, The Relation of Molière to Restoration Comedy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1938), 
p. 20. 
25 Wilcox, Relation, p. 20. 
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century stage, with the result that his critical apparatus is most explicitly drawn on here in 
Part One, his cautious approach to tracing such use is valuable: 
 
Only one type of likeness, long verbal parallels, can be immediately recognized as 
indubitable borrowing. In this particular problem there is no disagreement concerning 
such passages, for whether translated, half-translated, or merely paraphrased speech 
by speech, they are always found in association with further likenesses. […] But 
difficulty arises when no verbal parallelism exists, when the resemblances are merely 
of method, action, character, dramatic situation, and the like. Caution is needed when 
dealing with such likenesses, because of the great possibility that both authors are 
independently availing themselves of an ancient and ever-growing body of 
commonplaces.26 
 
My experience of working with Behn’s plays suggests that Wilcox is right here: if such 
specific parallels are not required, her drama can find itself compared to all manner of 
materials where what is really at stake is a shared cultural context or commonplace, rather 
than anything more direct. The resultant analyses of Behn’s plays are, as a result, off-target, 
as this thesis will show. 
 Despite the usefulness of his argument for the purposes of this thesis’s enquiry, 
Wilcox’s chief criterion for identifying source texts may be thought to run the risk of 
privileging the textual dimension of drama over its performative dimension, and for that, 
some justification is necessary. There is certainly a case to be made for the consideration of 
casting, the use of stage properties, and other incidences of performance to draw connections 
between plays and their possible sources;27 where I have discussed such incidences in this 
thesis, though, it is always in the context of the existence of verbal parallels, in the case of 
both French and English sources. In part, this conservatism – and the resultant privileging of 
drama as text – is a response to the assumptions within some recent critical enquiry, as I have 
indicated; in part, also, it is a response to the plea that Aphra Behn made for herself in 
relation to the reading of her plays:  
 
I make a Challenge to any Person of common Sense and Reason---that is not wilfully 
bent on ill Nature, and will in spight of Sense wrest a double Entendre from every 
thing, lying upon the Catch for a Jest or a Quibble, like a Rook for a Cully; but any 
                                            
26 John Wilcox, Relation, p. 20.  
27  See, for instance, Robert D. Hume, ‘Theatre History, 1660-1800’. Hume laments the current lack of 
engagement by theatre historians in considering the analytic opportunities of cast lists: ‘Given theatre historians’ 
failure to make full use of casting as an analytic tool, we can hardly be surprised at their not employing it in 
more complex ways’ (p. 21). 
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unprejudic'd Person that knows not the Author, to read any of my Comedys and 
compare 'em with others of this Age.28 
 
Behn’s considerably fatigued appeal for an interpretative stance from an ‘unprejudic’d Person’ 
is rather admirable, if a little too hopeful about the spontaneous interpretative powers of her 
reader. The fact that it exists, though, adds to the case that this thesis makes for critics to read 
her carefully in the contexts of ‘others of this Age’ before believing that they have a valid 
analysis to promote. In this study, I have attempted to follow Behn closely, in comparing her 
comedies with others of her age. In this way, the contexts treated here are limited in three 
important ways: firstly the analysis that follows does not treat Behn’s The Young King, its 
status as a tragicomedy, rather than what Nancy Klein Maguire refers to as ‘formal’ comedy, 
taking it outside the scope of Behn’s address;29 secondly, I have limited the focus here to 
Behn’s borrowings from mid- and late seventeenth-century drama, verse, and prose. Not 
treated here, therefore, are the vast numbers of borrowings that Behn makes across her 
comedies from Thomas Middleton, John Marston, or, to any great degree apart from through 
more contemporary sources, Ben Jonson. As discussed in greater length in the conclusion to 
this thesis, such borrowings appear, in the context of Behn and her contemporaries, to present 
different contextual challenges – regarding, for instance, the use of stock plays – to both the 
playwrights who engaged with such materials, either covertly or explicitly, and those who 
seek to interpret such engagement. Finally, the limited nature of the enquiry here in exploring 
Behn’s re-working of source materials published in the mid- to late seventeenth century 
necessarily and regrettably excludes The Feign’d Curtizans, which, though performed in the 
years that provide the focus of this study – the years in which the succession of the English 
crown were most hotly contested during Charles II’s reign – has eluded critics for many years 
in the search for one or more possible sources.  Returning for a moment to my comments 
above regarding Aphra Behn’s plea to an ‘unprejudic’d’ reader, and in the context of Robert 
D. Hume’s delineation between historical scholarship and historical interpretation, it should 
be added here that to pretend that the impetus and focus in this thesis is not to some extent an 
interpretative enterprise would be ludicrous, of course, and I am not suggesting that. Where 
answers to the questions of a literary critic might usefully be re-contextualized through or 
answered by systematic and archival work of theatre historians, for instance, I have looked to 
                                            
28 Aphra Behn, The Luckey Chance; or, The Alderman’s Bargain, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet 
Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 1992-1996), VII (1996), pp. 209-84 (p. 215, ll. 20-25).  
29 Nancy Klein Maguire, ‘Tragicomedy’, in The Cambridge Companion to Restoration Theatre, ed. by Deborah 
Payne Fisk (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp. 86-106 (p. 97). See also Pilar Cuder-
Domínguez, Stuart Women Playwrights, 1613-1713 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2011), esp. pp. 60-68. 
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them for a relevant context within which to suggest one or more plausible explanations for 
my textual questions. I have, though, attempted to avoid extensive discussion of 
impressionistic textual resonances, except when I am engaging with existing critical 
commentary. This will, I hope, prove in years to come to be, singularly, the greatest 
limitation of this study.  
 The decision to be bound, in this thesis, by Wilcox’s definition of ‘indubitable 
borrowing’ when analysing Behn’s plays has some fundamental and practical implications 
for the argument that follows. Rather than demonstrating phrase-by-phrase the borrowings in 
Behn’s plays, I have often left my reader with work to do: having quoted them, I have tended 
to allow relevant verbal parallels to speak for themselves. My specific concern is with how 
these connections have a bearing on Behn's treatment of and modifications to issues 
pertaining to textual materiality. As a result, in some cases I quote from Behn's source at 
greater length than would otherwise be desirable in order to demonstrate the connections in 
line with Wilcox's criteria. This is neither a happy nor a critical solution to a problem that 
might otherwise be solved either with the aid of bulky and disruptive appendices, or with 
thorough and critical editions of these plays that draw fully on both recent and historical 
scholarship, tracing for their readers issues of textual lineage, heritage, and providing access 
through supplementary editorial material to such verbal parallels having identified them 
through appropriate and sensitive critical apparatus. This compromise is, though, one that is 
currently necessary. Ideally, what follows here would not straddle uncomfortably the editorial 
and the interpretative, but could instead rely on readers' access to high-quality transcriptions 
or translations of Behn's sources signalled at appropriate moments of explicit borrowing. My 
decision here to privilege discussion of demonstrable verbal parallels over incidences of 
thematic connections relates to a need in Behn scholarship to deal with the tangible, where it 
is available to us, and is exemplified briefly below.   
That my project makes use of the concept of ‘intertextuality’ as it explores the 
connections between Behn and her source materials makes it necessary to indicate briefly its 
position in relation to that field of literary studies. In limiting my discussion to those sources 
from which Behn appropriates dialogue (and, in some cases, also stage action), I hope here to 
complicate some of the more reader-focused understandings of intertextuality, at the same 
time as being indebted to their conceptualisation. Whilst the very term in itself is an 
anachronism in the context of late seventeenth-century literature and drama, the extent to 
which some of its more prescriptive (and so less cerebral) definitions might be usefully 
employed in, in fact, limiting what Linda Hutcheon refers to as a 'refocusing of critical 
10 
 
attention upon the reader' bears discussion here.30 Hutcheon relies, sensibly, on the oft-cited 
work of Michael Riffaterre in order to make her case for rejecting the 'too neat' position 
posited by Julia Kristeva of intertextuality, extrapolating the section of Riffaterre’s argument 
in which he suggests that 
 
 intertextuality is not just a perception of homologues or the cultivated reader's 
 apprehension of sameness or difference. Intertextuality is not a felicitous surplus, the 
 privilege of a good memory or a classical education. [...] It is the perception that our 
 reading of the text cannot be complete or satisfactory without going through the 
 intertext, that the text does not signify unless as a function of a complementary or 
 contradictory intertextual homologue.31 
 
Riffaterre’s insistence that ‘Intertextuality is not a felicitous surplus’, and that for a reading to 
be satisfactory it has to include ‘going through the intertext’ is one that this thesis also 
endorses. The focus on readers and reading that Riffaterre’s followers have often taken up, 
though, is not one that it shares. Indeed, in the case of Aphra Behn, such analysis has had a 
tendency to wander into what might broadly, but misleadingly, be dubbed 'influence'. As 
Harold Bloom, warning against that misleading term, suggests in The Anxiety of Influence, 
‘[c]ritics, in their secret hearts, love continuities’. 32  That kind of secret search for 
‘continuities’ has perhaps been a factor in how Behn’s critical heritage has been formed. 
Necessarily predicated on the finding of similarities, such critical enterprises have tended to 
overlook the textual and performative differences between Behn’s work and her sources, 
recognition of which is essential.  
 If explorations of ‘intertextuality’ provide one general theoretical point of reference 
for this study, and suggest how Behn’s works might have come to be more a victim than a 
beneficiary of the attentions of her critics, the other crucial theoretical field is that of literary-
historical materialism. A very useful definition of how a materialist approach might work 
appears in James Grantham Turner’s discussion of Oroonoko:  'materialist poetics or poetic 
materialism', applied properly, works to make 'the smallest details speak'. Critical approaches 
to Behn’s dramatic works have not always established a firm grounding in terms either of 
                                            
30  Linda Hutcheon, 'Literary Borrowings ... and Stealing: Plagiarism, Sources, Influences, and Intertexts', 
English Studies in Canada, 12 (1986), 229-39 (p. 231). 
31  See, Julia Kristeva, Sèmèiotikè (Paris: Seuil, 1969), esp. p. 145. Michael Riffaterre, 'Intertextual 
Representation: On Mimesis as Interpretative Discourse', Critical Inquiry, 11 (1984), 141-62 (pp. 142-43). Also 
quoted more extensively in Hutcheon, 'Literary Borrowings', p. 231. 
32 See Harold Bloom, The Anxiety of Influence: A Theory of Poetry (New York and Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 1997), p. 78. 
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influence and literary networks, or in terms of close, textual engagement. 33 Since what 
follows here builds on and seeks in various ways to modify established conclusions about 
Behn's relationship with her source texts in light of her representation of the material text, I 
shall offer here only a single example of the usefulness of coupling Wilcox's explication of a 
plausible means by which a source text might be identified, and balance this against Turner's 
fruitful, text-based approach to Behn's literary output. 
In seeking to position Aphra Behn’s The False Count; or, A New Way to Play an Old 
Game in the nexus of the development and tropes of the European novel and, consequently, 
to demonstrate the range of modes Behn employs in appropriating discourse from her source 
texts, Dolors Altaba-Artal suggests that ‘[t]he importance of the Spanish voice in Behn’s 
comedies lies behind her success in dialogizing it beyond the purpose of mere translation or 
imitation’.34 Indeed, in following Ernst G. Mathews’s summary of his doctoral thesis, Altaba-
Artal suggests both that The False Count is ‘clearly indebted to [the] Spanish’ novel, Castillo 
Solórzano’s El celoso hasta la muerte, and that Behn knew the language, despite the lack of 
evidence of verbal parallels between the Spanish novel and Behn’s farce.35 
Relying in her discussion on the distinct categories of metaphrase, paraphrase, and 
imitation set out by John Dryden in his preface to Ovid’s Epistles, and more fully explored in 
relation to Behn here in Part One, Altaba-Artal examines the ways in which Behn ‘converts 
the Spanish narrative into English dialogue’, noting several striking differences between the 
Spanish novel and Behn’s dramatic farce:36  
 
The main theme in the Spanish tale is jealousy, a devastating fault. The Spanish writer 
punishes mistakes and vices with death, for Marcela’s parents die soon after her 
marriage when realizing the penury to which they have condemned their daughter [in 
forcing her to marry an elderly suitor]. Suddenly and in contrast to the body of the 
narrative, the tale ends abruptly: the jealous, old man, unable to mold to the imposed 
life, also dies, and the young widow remarries.37 
                                            
33 James Grantham Turner, 'How Big did she Say that Snake was?: Teaching the Contradiction in Oroonoko', in 
Approaches to Teaching Behn's 'Oroonoko', ed. by Cynthia Richards and Mary Ann O'Donnell (New York: 
MLA, 2014), pp. 99-106 (p. 99). 
34  Dolors Altaba-Artal, Aphra Behn’s English Feminism: Wit and Satire (Selinsgrove, PA: Susquehanna 
University Press, 1999), p. 20. 
35 Altaba-Artal, Aphra Behn’s English Feminism, p. 108. Ernst G. Mathews published a retraction of his original 
error, though Altaba-Artal seems not to have been aware of this. See, ‘Montfleury's Ecole des jaloux and Aphra 
Behn's [T]he False Count’, Modern Language Notes, 54 (1939), 438-39. A short account of a possible source 
for Montfleury’s play is discussed in the same issue by H. Carrington Lancaster, though since there is no 
evidence in her oeuvre to suggest that Behn had knowledge of Spanish (this having been suggested by Mathews 
in order to account for the kinds of thematic resonances that are quoted and discussed above). 
36 Altaba-Artal, Aphra Behn’s English Feminism, p. 109. See John Dryden, ‘The Preface to Ovid’s Epistles’, in 
The Poems of John Dryden, ed. by Paul Hammond and David Hopkins, 5 vols (London and New York: 
Longman, 1995-2005), I (1995), 376–91 (384–5). 
37 Altaba-Artal, Aphra Behn’s English Feminism, p. 111. 
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This, coupled with Altaba-Artal’s suggestion that ‘the relationship between Francisco and 
Julia, comes directly from the Spanish voice. Carlos is an added character, and the other plots 
arise around it’ leads to the suggestion both that ‘there are no deaths in the English rendering’, 
and that ‘Behn’s characters humorously understand frailties and mistakes’. 38 As will be 
shown in Chapter One, Behn’s treatment of spousal jealousy in The False Count is in fact 
characterised by considerably more contempt, and considerably wider-reaching implications 
for the marriage contract, than in the source with which The False Count exhibits 
demonstrable verbal parallels. Altaba-Artal’s exploration of what may, then, be considered, 
in Riffaterre’s words ‘the intertext’ to evaluate key thematic and textual differences between 
Behn’s treatment of a theme and that in one of her source texts is in itself an important 
undertaking. The analysis cannot be successful, though, because Behn’s play is being 
compared to another work through a process that relies on impressionistic and thematic 
connections between sources, where no evidence of demonstrable verbal borrowing exists. 
What Altaba-Artal produces through this procedure can only create a distorted impression of 
Behn’s critical treatment of arranged marriages, jealousy, and access to material texts. It 
should be added that this sort of impressionistic argument has ramifications well beyond the 
specific analysis of Behn’s play: if an ‘intertext’ is taken to exist simply through the presence 
of such thematic connections, the resultant misdirections have implications for those 
interested in the play’s wider concerns, such as early women’s education and literacy, the role 
and appropriation of French sources on the English stage, the circulation of the material text, 
and modes of authorship, appropriation, and dramatic composition. Chapter One will outline 
how the establishment of more appropriate intertexts for The False Count, following 
Wilcox’s criteria, enables a much more adequate analysis of such matters. 
It would not be possible to place this thesis, with its fundamental interest in questions 
of Restoration ownership and identity, in its key academic contexts without considering 
explicitly its relationship to the work of Paulina Kewes, and her exploration of changes in the 
status of the author in Behn’s period. Kewes’s research into modes of dramatic authorship, 
appropriation, and composition in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries draws 
extensively on (mostly) para-textual, prefatory, and discursive materials by both English 
playwrights and the theatre-going public. This produces an emphasis on what Kewes refers to 
as the ‘rising stature’ of authors, who ‘were increasingly thought of as individuals who 
                                            
38 Altaba-Artal, Aphra Behn’s English Feminism, p. 110, p. 111. 
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carried their own identity and authority’.39 Bound up with the text and the circumstances of 
performance, Kewes demonstrates, is a sense of authorial responsibility in relation to modes 
of composition, which, she suggests, could be interpreted in the context of legitimate 
ownership and morality: 
  
The growing pressure on late seventeenth-century dramatists to acknowledge and 
thoroughly to rework their sources was a moral as much as an aesthetic injunction. 
Claims to authorship were increasingly put forward and evaluated in possessive terms. 
Writers asserted, and their detractors questioned, the ownership of characters, 
language themes, humours, and plots. In the process, plays came to be accepted as the 
literary products of individuals, and were recognized as immaterial though potentially 
profitable property.40 
 
Kewes makes her case for the moral and aesthetic imperatives concerning textual ownership 
and responsibility convincingly, primarily through citing the critical commentaries of both 
playwrights and patrons. My interest here, though, is to demonstrate the extent to which 
Aphra Behn appropriated such imperatives, both in the sense of her own modes of textual 
composition, and in the ways that she explored anxieties about politically and morally 
compromising textual attribution and ownership during the years of the Popish Plot and the 
Exclusion Crisis. Behn’s engagement with such matters occurs not simply at a para-textual 
level, in prefatory commentary. In addition to that sort of overt discussion, such concerns also 
feature through her active revisions of her source materials within her own plays. This is a 
fundamental way in which the present study differs from Kewes’s approach. As a result of 
her focus on the discursive ephemera surrounding the printed play-text, Kewes’s treatment of 
Aphra Behn is relatively light: her main analysis is of Behn’s postscript to The Rover; or, The 
Banished Cavaliers, in which she defended herself against charges of plagiarism from 
Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso; and of the epistle published with Sir Patient Fancy a year later 
in 1678, which will be discussed in Part One.41 By extending analysis beyond such paratexts, 
                                            
39  Paulina Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation: Writing for the Stage in England, 1660-1710 (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1998), p. 30. 
40 Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, p. 8. 
41 Kewes also considers a letter, supposedly written by Aphra Behn to the actress Emily Price, published 
posthumously in 1718 which refers to Lust’s Dominion as a source for Behn’s only tragedy, Abdelazer. There is 
no mention of the problem of posthumous attribution, however (pp. 64-65). See Familiar Letters of Love, 
Gallantry, and Several Occasions, 2 vols (London: Sam Briscoe, 1718), I (1718), pp. 29-45, which includes 
seven letters attributed to Aphra Behn and a version of ‘The Disappointment’. For a relatively brief discussion 
of Thomas Killigrew’s plans for staging Thomaso c. 1664-65, see J. P. Vander Motten, ‘Recycling the Exile: 
Thomaso, The Rover, and the Critics’, in Thomas Killigrew and the Seventeenth-Century English Stage: New 
Perspectives, ed. by Philip Major (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013), pp. 133-50. Van der Motten reminds his reader 
that ‘[t]here is solid evidence to show that the dramatist realized that his long-winded play, as originally 
composed in the spring of 1654, was not stageworthy. In his personal copy of Comedies and Tragedies he made 
substantial cuts to six of his plays, including Thomaso, which he planned to stage in late 1664 or early 1665’ (pp. 
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this thesis is able to explore much more extensively than Kewes could do in exploring such a 
broad and diverse period the question of how Behn perceived such questions of authorial 
ownership. Kewes does, though, position Behn usefully alongside her playwright 
contemporaries, and asserts rightly that ‘Behn’s male colleagues were not exempt from 
censure’ for their reusing of other people’s work. However, her paratextual focus results in 
her missing the profoundly composite nature of Behn’s authorial and appropriative practices: 
governed by such principles, Kewes presents Behn’s acknowledgement of a single source in 
the cases of both texts as a full disclosure of the extent of her borrowings.42  
 This is not the only respect in which Kewes’s research has implications for this thesis.  
Kewes helpfully posits a more general explanation as to the limitations of print in the context 
of responding to charges of borrowing elicited by one or more performances. She suggests 
that ‘[p]rint gave the playwright a unique opportunity not just to make an acknowledgement 
on the title-page, in a dedication, or in a preface, but also to explain his or her appropriative 
strategy’; ‘[t]he usefulness of prefaces and dedicatory epistles was seriously undercut, 
however, by the delay which preceded publication. […] By the time a play was printed, its 
author might already have been condemned for illicit appropriation. If so, the preface or 
dedication would have to confront the charge on the accuser’s terms’.43 What Kewes refers to 
as ‘[t]he hiatus between the stage and the page’ indeed meant that authors might find the 
terms of their perceived transgressions set for them before a play had appeared in print, and 
could go some way to explaining Behn’s impetus for addressing only one source in her 
composite comedies, as seen in Kewes’s subject of interest, the epistle accompanying Sir 
Patient Fancy.44 Judith Milhous and Robert D. Hume offer a useful context when considering 
the extent of the gap between the immateriality of performance and the materiality of the 
printed text that Behn exploits both in terms of her own modes of composition, and in terms 
of her use of letters and the material text in her drama. They note that during the 1670s, when 
Behn’s dramatic career began, ‘the standard time lapse [between first performance and 
publication] diminishes greatly’ from what was typical during the 1660s: ‘by 1675 six 
months is more nearly the norm; by 1677 three months is common’.45 In terms of the later 
                                                                                                                                       
134-35). Elizabeth Howe also notes the fact that ‘the intended cast list survives’, though ‘[w]e have no evidence 
that this production was actually staged’. See The First English Actresses: Women and Drama 1660-1700 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), p. 58.  
42 Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, p. 67. 
43 Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, p. 41. 
44 Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, p. 41. 
45 Judith Milhous and Robert D. Hume, ‘Dating Play Premières from Publication Data, 1660-1700’, Harvard 
Library Bulletin, 22 (1974), 374-405 (p. 381). 
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period that forms part of the focus of this study, Milhous and Hume note that ‘in the 1680s, 
[p]resumably as a result of the upheaval connected with the exclusion crisis, play publication 
becomes somewhat more erratic than in the later seventies. Three months remains the norm, 
but a six and even eight month lapse is not uncommon’.46 Aphra Behn’s exploitation of the 
material text as a site of unstable authority and manipulation in her comedies during years of 
political turbulence is in some sense, therefore, unsurprising. As will be explored more fully 
in the chapters that follow, it is important, when analysing Behn’s use of her plays’ sources, 
to bear this time-gap between performance and printing in mind. 
This Introduction has repeatedly made rather brief mention of textual responses to the 
specific political context of Behn’s writing career, and it is necessary to give rather more 
detail before the discussion of specific plays can begin. On 18 June 1683, John Evelyn 
recorded, in an uncharacteristically weary tone, that ‘[t]he Popish Plot also, which had 
hitherto made such a noise, began now sensibly to dwindle, through the folly, knavery, 
impudence, and giddiness of Oates, so as the Papists began to hold up their heads higher than 
ever […]. Such sudden changes and eager doings there had been, without anything steady or 
prudent, for these last seven years’.47 Evelyn’s fatigue is perhaps understandable, as the years 
1678-83 had seen a proliferation of what the anonymous commentator on the Meal Tub Plot 
referred to as ‘so many strange and unparallell'd Narratives Published in this Age, and so 
contradictory one to the other, that many people who judge things by outward appearance 
onely, know not well how to comprehend the Truth, or what to think of the right and justness 
of Affairs, clouded with so many several Vizard-Masques that are put upon them’.48 Evelyn’s 
observation is in keeping with Alan Marshall’s characterisation of the Popish Plot and the 
subsequent crisis of exclusion into three distinct phases: ‘the polarisation of the political 
nation through the events of the Popish Plot from 1678 to 1679, the attempts to settle the 
succession from 1679 to 1680, and the winning of the initiative by the crown from 1680 to 
1683’. 49  From an institutional perspective, this broad chronology works. As Marshall 
continues, ‘[t]wo elections were fought on exclusion in 1679 and 1681 and two exclusion 
bills went through the Commons. The first was quashed by Charles II’s prorogation of 
parliament in May 1679 and the second by the rejection of the House of Lords […]. 
                                            
46 Milhous and Hume, ‘Dating Play Premières from Publication Data, 1660-1700’, p. 390. 
47 John Evelyn, The Diary of John Evelyn, ed. by Austin Dobson, 3 vols (London: Routledge, 1996; originally 
published London: Macmillan, 1996), III (1996), pp. 99-100. 
48 [Anon.], The Midwife Unmask’d; or, The Popish Design of Mrs Cellier’s Meal Tub Plainly Made Known 
(London: T. Davies, 1680), p. 1. 
49 Alan Marshall, The Age of Faction: Court Politics, 1660-1702 (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 
1999), p. 118. 
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Thereafter the politics of the nation seemed once more to resolve into a former mode’.50 As 
Elaine M. McGirr contends, however, ‘this definition is too narrow’ in its focus on governing 
apparatus.51 Instead, as McGirr suggests, the fast-paced, wrought responses and revisions to 
Titus Oates’s allegations and the resulting counterplots were not the peculiar domain of either 
the monarchy or parliament: ‘while Charles’s battles with the three “Exclusion Parliaments” 
do tell the history of exclusion and explain the formation of the Whig and Tory parties, the 
crisis really played out in the public theatre, in the streets and on the stage’.52 Of course, if 
McGirr were wholly correct in the underlying assumption here regarding the transient and 
immaterial (verbal or performative) nature of the wider public engagement, resources for 
scholarly enquiry would be much diminished. Rather, Joad Raymond demonstrates the ways 
in which print played an integral role in the development of and responses to the plots and 
counterplots of the Popish Plot and what Alan Marshall elsewhere refers to as the ‘variety of 
[associated] sham plots which emerged in 1679-80’, amongst them, the Meal Tub Plot:53 ‘the 
plotting evolved in print through response, animadversion and adscitition’. 54  Raymond 
implies that this dialogic, responsive thrust in print sustained the flurry of public opinion. 
This is not, though, the only sense in which the material text played an important role in the 
‘Presbyterian plot to interfere with the succession’ of James II.55 
 John Miller gives a thorough account of the circumstances of Titus Oates’s assertion 
that, in 1678, there existed a Catholic conspiracy that involved a threat to the king’s life; this 
sought to ensure that he was ‘estranged from his subjects by means of accusations of plans to 
bring in Popery and absolutism’.56 The reported plot was designed to reignite anxieties of the 
civil wars, and unite England against what was consistently termed ‘Popery and arbitrary 
government’.57 As Barry Coward succinctly states, though, ‘[t]here was no Popish Plot. Most 
of the details of a conspiracy masterminded by the Jesuits to assassinate the king had their 
                                            
50 Marshall, The Age of Faction, pp. 118-19. 
51 Elaine M. McGirr, Heroic Mode and Political Crisis, 1660-1745 (Newark: University of Delaware Press, 
2009), p. 70. 
52 McGirr, Heroic Mode, p. 70. 
53 Alan Marshall, Intelligence and Espionage in the Reign of Charles II, 1660-1685 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1994), p. 209. 
54 Joad Raymond, Pamphlets and Pamphleteering in Early Modern Britain (Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2003), p. 341. From the context of Raymond’s argument, ‘adscitition’ is implied to mean 
‘supplementation’. 
55 Raymond, Pamphlets and Pamphleteering, p. 342. 
56 John Miller, Popery and Politics in England 1660-1688 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1973), p. 
156. 
57 See Miller, Popery and Politics, p. 90. Miller comments on the repeated use of the phrase in the characterising 
and shaping what he refers to as ‘antipathy to the Catholic religion’ during the reign of Charles II.  
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origins in the twisted minds of Titus Oates and Israel Tonge’.58 The conspiracy, however, 
gained credence when, having on 28 September 1678 taken Titus Oates’s testimony, Justice 
Edmund Berry Godfrey went missing and was found murdered on 17 October. The role of the 
material text as both an incriminatory and a usefully compromised site in the series of trials 
and accusations initiated by Oates’s allegations can perhaps be seen most clearly in The 
Compendium; or, A Short View of the Late Tryals in Relation to the Present Plot against his 
Majesty and Government. The treatise treats first the Catholic Edward Coleman. Andrew 
Barclay notes that after a raid on Coleman’s property, officials ‘uncover[ed] a hidden cache 
of letters documenting his secret negotiations’, arranging for his elevation to the position of 
secretary of state. 59  Barclay notes that having been initially impressed with Coleman’s 
coming forward, the mood of the privy council ‘changed as soon as the decoding of the 
letters began. Taken out of context, much of what they contained could be interpreted as 
evidence of a Catholic plot’.60 The framing of the indictment against Coleman, though, acted 
as a precursor for the role that letters (and the material text more generally) were to play and 
be privileged in determining likely involvement, and consequently, guilt:  
 
MR. Coleman was Tryed at the Old Bayly [King’s Bench Bar], on Thursday the 28th. 
of November, 1678. and was thus Charged by Oates: That in November 77. the said 
Mr. Coleman did write Letters by him to St. Omers, in which he called the King 
Tyrant; and that the late Marriage with the Prince of Orange, would prove the 
Traytor's and Tyrant's Ruine: That a Latin Letter in Mr. Coleman's Hand, was also 
then enclosed to Fr. La Chaise, thanking him for the 10000l. which should be 
imploy'd (he said) to no other use, but to cut off the King. That this Letter was written 
by the Provincial, Strange's Directions, because he had hurt his Hand, and Mico his 
Secretary was ill: That Oates carryed the said Letters to Paris; That La Chaise askt 
him there, How the Dutchess's Secretary did? That the Answer (written by La Chaise) 
was sent Mr. Coleman, after it was first perused by the St. Omer Fathers, in Oates his 
Presence; for he (the said Oates) was by a Patent to be of the Consults, and had 
Power also to open Letters. That there was (in April 78.) a Consult of the Jesuits, at 
the White-Horse-Tavern in the Strand, to send Cary to Rome.61 
 
Titus Oates was explicit when asked by the Lord Chief Justice, that ‘Strange, having run a 
reed into his finger, had wounded his hand, and secretary Mico was ill, so he [Strange] got 
                                            
58 Barry Coward, The Stuart Age: England, 1603-1714, 2nd edn (Harlow: Longman, 1994), p. 325. 
59 Coleman’s biographer remarks that Coleman’s Catholicism means ‘it was unsurprising that Colman should 
figure in the elaborate fantasy plot dreamed up by Titus Oates and his associates in autumn 1678. According to 
Oates, Colman was to become secretary of state once the murder of Charles II had paved the way for York's 
accession’. Andrew Barclay, ‘Colman, Edward (1636–1678)’, in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography 
<http://www.oxforddnb.com>. 
60 Barclay, ‘Colman, Edward (1636–1678)’. 
61 [Anon.], The Compendium; or, A Short View of the Late Tryals in Relation to the Present Plot against his 
Majesty and Government (London: [n. pub.], 1679), p. 5. 
18 
 
Mr. Coleman to write an answer unto it’; when asked whether Coleman had put his name to 
the letter, Oates responded ‘It was not subscribed: I did not see him write it, but I really 
believe it was by the same hand’.62 As both Aphra Behn and William Wycherley had already 
long since staged, and discussed in chapter two, by the publication of this Compendium, or, 
indeed, Coleman’s trial, the unsigned text, allows for interpretative construction or – in the 
case of Oates – the expression of firm conviction. The text is both circumstantially and 
formally compromised, but its role in a wider network of suspicion and indictment was 
assured. Richard Langhorn, for instance, was tried nearly seven months later on 14 June 1679, 
and, like Coleman, found guilty of high treason.63 In the articles ‘set down in writing’ by 
Langhorn before his death, he professed 
 
I do with my heart and soul, believe and own my most Gracious Soveraign Lord, the 
Kings Majesty, King Charles the Second, to be my true and lawful Soveraign, Prince 
and King, in the same sence and latitude, to all intents and purposes, as in the Oath 
commonly called, The Oath of Allegiance, His said Majesty is expressed to be King of 
this Realm of England.64 
 
Alongside the submission to his sovereign, Langhorn had a great deal to say about the role of 
texts in the assurances of his innocence. His list of statements includes: 
 
6. That I did never in all my life-time make any Entry or Entries, into any Book or 
Books, or take, or make, or write, or cause to be written into any Book or books, or 
otherwise any Letter or Letters, or any Copy or Copies of any Letter or Letters, 
written by the said Edward Coleman, to any person or persons whatsoever.  
7. That I did never in all my life-time enter or register into any Book or books, Paper 
or papers whatsoever, or take, or make, or Write, or cause to be written, any Copy or 
Copies, of any Act or Acts, Consult or Consults, Determination or Determinations, 
Order or Orders, Resolve or Resolves, or other matter or thing, at any time made, 
determined, resolved, passed, decreed or agitated, at any Congregation or 
Congregations, Consult or Consults, Chapter or Chapters, Assembly or Assemblies, 
of the Society or Order of the Jesuits, or of any other Religions Order whatsoever; nor 
did I ever see, read, or heard read, nor did any person or persons, at any time 
whatsoever, ever Communicate unto me, any such Act, Consult, Determination, Order, 
Resolve, Matter or Thing whatsoever. […] 
                                            
62 Francis Hargrave, ed., Complete Collection of State Trials, 5th edn II (Dublin: P. Byrne, Graisberry, and 
Campbell, 1795), II (1795), p. 723. The forgery of letters in relation to the indictment and verdicts of those 
accused by Oates of involvement in the treasonous conspiracy is also discussed in [Anon.], Concerning the 
Congregation of Iesuits held at London April 24. 1678. which Mr. Oates calls à Consult ([n. p.]: [n. pub.], 1679); 
[Anon.], The Reputation of Dr. Oates (the First Discoverer of the Horrid Popish Plot) Clear'd in the Tryal of 
Thomas Knox ... and John Lane[ ...] wherein is set forth their Endeavours to Scandalize the Doctor, thereby to 
Invalidate his Evidence, and how the Lords in the Tower, and others, Hired them to do it (London: Robert 
Harford, 1679).  
63 [Anon.], The Compendium, p. 41. 
64 [Anon.], The Compendium, p. 50. 
19 
 
11. That I did never in all my life-time write, or cause or procure to be written, any 
Treasonable Letter or Letters whatsoever, or any thing which was or is Treason, or 
Treasonable in any Letter or Letters, Book or books, Paper or papers, or otherwise 
howsoever.65 
 
The material text is, in this last testimony, a locus of both the determining of guilt and of 
absolution, conceived of in terms of its capacity to provide evidence (or lack thereof). It is 
conceived of here as both evidence in favour of and in refutation of ownership and authorship, 
as the act of writing, and the procurement of writing is confuted, but accepted on the same 
premise, as evidence of an array of illicit activity.   
 A further instance of the importance of written texts in the events as well as the 
reporting of these political activities can be found in its next twist. As above, the charges 
levied against the so-called Catholic conspirators in the Popish Plot elicited responses, 
perhaps most famously, the Meal Tub Plot in which, as Josephine Donovan notes, Elizabeth 
‘Cellier, a midwife married to a Frenchman, was arrested based on forged papers found in her 
home that purported to show a Whig conspiracy behind the so-called “Popish Plot” to depose 
the king. Thomas Dangerfield, who had planted the papers, later turned informer, saying 
Catholics had “paid him to forge” the material, thus implicating Cellier […]. Cellier was 
arrested 28 October 1679, at the time the forged papers were discovered’.66 Cellier avoided a 
prison sentence on this occasion, but was soon arrested again when, on her release, she 
published her defence, Malice Defeated. The published account of Cellier’s second trial, The 
Tryal and Sentence of Elizabeth Cellier, for Writing, Printing, and Publishing a Scandalous 
Libel called ‘Malice Defeated’, &c, gestures at Cellier’s astute conceptualisation of the 
complex relationship between authorship, ownership, political culpability, and materiality. 
On the suspicion that she ‘did Write and Publish, and did cause to be Writ, imprinted and 
published, a Scandalous Libel Intituled Malice Defeated, or a Brief Relation of the 
Accusation and Deliverance of Elizabeth Cellier’, Cellier appeared for the second time at the 
Old Bailey on 11 September 1680. The Tryal and Sentence of Elizabeth Cellier frames the 
following deposition in terms of Cellier having ‘set her Name to almost every Page of this 
Scandalous Libel [Malice Defeated]; and since the Indictment hath been depending, Owned, 
Published, and put a value on her self, for being the Author of so Excellent a Book’:67  
                                            
65 [Anon.], The Compendium, pp. 50-51. 
66 Josephine Donovan, ‘“That all the World may Know”: Women’s “Defence-Narratives” and the Early Novel’, 
in Genre and Women’s Life Writing in Early Modern England, ed. by Michelle M. Dowd and Julie A. Eckerle 
(Aldershot: Ashgate, 2007), pp. 169-82 (p. 175). 
67 ‘To the Praise of Mrs Cellier, the Popish Midwife, on her Incomparable Book’ (London: Walter Davis, 1680); 
The Tryal and Sentence of Elizabeth Cellier, for Writing, Printing, and Publishing a Scandalous Libel called 
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CELLIER Did I say I writ it? 
MR PENNY You told me that was your Book. 
CELLIER I told you? Pray my Lord, put one Question to him [Mr Penny] upon the Oath 
he hath taken; did I say any more, than it was mine and I sold it, not that I writ it, or 
was the Author of it. 
MR BAR. WESTON Mrs. Cellier, This is a Book that is Intituled with your Name, and sold 
by your self. Now in any ones Judgment, this is both an owning of the Book, and 
publishing of the Book. When you Sold it, you gave it out as your Book, and it hath in 
the Title Page your Name, as the Author of it. 
   […] 
CELLIER  My Lord, I hope you will please to remember, he [Mr Penny] Swears, I said 
only it was mine, not that I was the Author. 
MR ATT. GEN. If you Sold it, that is a Publishing in Law, and is within the Indictment. 
CELLIER  But he did not say I writ it. 
MR BAR. WESTON Pray Mrs. Cellier, don't trust your self upon that, for he said  
after he had it, he asked you, is this your Book? You said, yes, it is my Book, and if I 
had been aware, I could have put a great deal more in it than I have done. 
CELLIER  But I did not say I writ it. 
MR PENNY You said if it were to be writ again you could put more in it. 
CELLIER I said it was my Book, and so it was, because it was in my possession, but not
 that I writ it. This is my Fan, but it does not follow that I made it. 
MR BAR. WESTON But the Question was concerning the Author of the Book. 
CELLIER He did ask me no such Question. Did you ask me if I was the Author? 
MR PENNY No, I did not. 
MR BAR. WESTON  But what did you ask her? 
MR PENNY I asked her whether it were her Book. 
MR BAR. WESTON And did she own it? 
MR PENNY  Yes, she did. 
CELLIER So it was mine, in possession. 
MR BAR. WESTON Did you mean by your Question whether that Book was hers in 
property, or she were the Author and Publisher of it? 
[…] 
CELLIER My Lord, I am not to be judged by his meaning, but by his Question and my 
Answer.        
(pp. 16-17) 
 
Jody Greene suggests that ‘[i]n the fervent atmosphere of plot and counterplot that prevailed 
from 1678 to 1681, Cellier is one of the most colorful figures’.68 As Greene has shown in a 
thorough reading of this interrogation, key tensions in Cellier’s trial hinged on the 
relationship between ownership of literary property and authorship of literary property, in 
                                                                                                                                       
‘Malice Defeated’, &c. (London: Thomas Collins, 1680), p. 10, p. 14. This is the authorised edition of the 
proceedings; as Jody Greene also notes, a contemporary, burlesque publication, The Tryal of Elizabeth Cellier, 
the Popish Midwife: At the Old Baily Septemb. 11. 1680 also appeared, though lacks the imprint that gives the 
rights of publication to Thomas Collins. Subsequent references are to the Collins edition, and page numbers are 
given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. See Jody Greene, The Trouble with Ownership: 
Literary Property and Authorial Liability in England, 1660-1730 (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania 
Press, 2005), p. 255. 
68 Greene, The Trouble with Ownership, p. 93. 
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part predicated on the ambiguity inherent in the verb ‘to own’.69 Here Cellier exploits this 
ambiguity and pushes the materiality of the text beyond any communicative capacity, 
trivialising its status as a material object, and suggesting that that aspect was of little 
consequence. As such, she could claim ownership of it, but eschew, for the meantime, 
authorship of it. On the one hand, then, the material text is incendiary, incriminating, and a 
site of ownership in the sense of both creation and culpability. On the other, the material text 
is a trifling commodity that might be exchanged for currency or labour, and can therefore be 
owned in the sense of being purchased as goods, in a way that allows Cellier to respond, ‘I 
said only it was mine, not that I was the Author’. Crucially, however, in a way that 
privileges the legal status of texts over the interpretative status of text, it is Cellier’s reported 
reference to the possibility of introducing textual revisions or expansions that further serves 
to circumscribe her status as the creator of the text. 
 The particular social and political resonances of texts in the contexts of the political 
battles of Behn’s times will be discussed more extensively in the chapters that follow, as her 
plays make specific uses of written materials in the twists and turns of their plots. It is 
necessary also to bear in mind at this juncture another more general context to questions of 
authorship and ownership. Later in the seventeenth century, Gerard Langbaine demonstrated 
a particular example of the complex interplay between textual materiality and responsibility 
in composition (his own, and those of the playwrights he catalogues) and the right to claim 
ownership of dramatic property. The relationship between literary borrowing and the 
conceptualisation of dramatic writing in a way that privileges either its materiality or its 
dramaturgical heritage and potential are in many ways synthesised – if not fully explicated – 
by Langbaine through the material composition of his Momus Triumphans; or, The 
Plagiaries of the English Stage Expos’d in a Catalogue. Indeed, in her sensitive and 
thorough investigation of attitudes towards literary borrowing in the late seventeenth and 
early eighteenth centuries, Paulina Kewes suggests that in ‘exploring the affinities between 
plays and their sources [… Langbaine] privileges drama as literature rather than [as] 
performance’. 70  The composition of Langbaine’s first published catalogue, Momus 
Triumphans, appears initially to support Kewes’s argument. In departing from the 
established material tradition of similar catalogues that organize their content by language, 
subject, or alphabetise their contents by title, and instead employing the authors’ surnames 
as his overarching organizational principle, Langbaine outlines his aim to facilitate clarity in 
                                            
69 Greene, The Trouble with Ownership, pp. 88-94. 
70  Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation, p. 109. 
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the attribution of plays to their authors, and to defend his readers against ‘being impos’d on 
by crafty Booksellers, whose custom it is as frequently to vent old Plays with new Titles, as 
it has been the use of the Theatres to dupe the Town, by acting old Plays under new Names, 
as if newly writ, and never acted before’:71   
 
To prevent the like mistake for the future, and to make to Catalogue more useful, I 
wholly altered the form: And yet that I might please those who delight in old Paths, I 
have Transcribed the same as a Second Part, after the former way of Alphabet, though 
more Methodically than formerly, as I shall shew presently. In this New Catalogue the 
Reader will find the whole to be divided into Three distinct Classes. In the first I have 
placed the Declared Authours, Alphabetically, according to their Sirnames, in Italick 
Characters: and placed the Plays each Author has written. Underneath in Roman 
Letters, which are rank’d Alphabetically likewise; so that the Reader may at one 
glance view each Authours Labours. […] The Second Part contains the Catalogue 
Reprinted in an exact Alphabetical manner, according to the forms of Dictionaries, 
the Authors Names being here left out as superfluous; and against each Play is a 
Figure to direct you to the Page where you may find it in the First Part.72  
 
In also supplying his readers with a list of plays arranged alphabetically by their titles, though, 
Langbaine provides an important counter-point to the prioritising of written text in contrast to 
public performance. Indeed, an oft-cited remark of John Dryden’s in a letter to Mrs Steward 
dated ‘March the 4th 1698[/99]’ about a play-bill alludes to the relevance to this discussion of 
the meanings of dramatic authorship, too, in the context of the commodification of text and 
performance in light of authorship. Dryden comments on a new advertising mode for a 
revival of William Congreve’s The Double Dealer, planned for the same day. He remarks 
with some bemusement ‘in the play bill was printed, — Written by Mr Congreve […] but the 
printing an Authours name, in a Play bill, is a new manner of proceeding, at least in 
England’. 73  It is in this sense, then, that in 1687, Langbaine is actively protecting the 
financial interests of the consumers of play-texts and performance through the composition of 
                                            
71 Gerard Langbaine, Momus Triumphans; or, The Plagiaries of the English Stage Expos’d in a Catalogue 
(London: Nicholas Cox, 1688 [1687]), [sig. A4r]. The deception of the theatre-going public into seeing the same 
play twice for profit was not the only reason a company may have changed the title of a play. See, for instance, 
A Register of English Theatrical Documents 1660-1737, ed. by Judith Milhous and Robert D. Hume, 2 vols 
(Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern Illinois University Press, 1991), I (1991), pp. 218-19. Milhous and 
Hume present evidence from the Lord Chamberlain’s records that suggests that the King’s Company had acted 
Nathanial Tate’s forbidden play Richard the Second (season of 1680-81) under the title The Sicilian Usurper in 
order to circumvent the restrictions governing material for performance. See especially entry 1121 for 20 
January 1680/81, p. 219. 
72 Langbaine, Momus Triumphans, sigs A3-A3v. 
73 John Dryden, ‘Letter 59: Dryden to Mrs. Steward’, in The Letters of John Dryden, ed. by Charles E. Ward 
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1942), pp. 112-13 (p. 113). See also the prologue to Wits Led by the Nose; 
or, A Poet’s Revenge, A Tragi-Comedy (London: William Crook, 1678). The prologue presents Sir Simon 
Credulous reading a play-bill, and making mention of only the play’s title and genre, with no reference to its 
author (sigs A2r-A3r). 
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his catalogue. Beyond the consideration of whether drama is being privileged either as text or 
performance, therefore, is the fact that the economic interests of the paying public, whether 
they be patrons of booksellers or the theatre, are being privileged above either. A possible 
need for such a privileging is seen when, following The London Stage, Robert D. Hume 
suggests that while in the 1660s ‘[t]he admission system was such that one could get in [to 
either licenced theatre] for a while (an act or so) without paying’, the 1670s saw a shift 
towards limiting the movement of audience members during a performance, both inside and 
outside the theatres’ walls, in keeping with Langbaine’s overall aim in the composition of his 
text.74 When, on 11 February 1668, for example, Samuel Pepys could gain entry without 
payment to the final act of the Earl of Orrery’s Mustapha, the Lord Chamberlain’s office 
intensified its dictum of a decade earlier on 2 February 1673 to include a ‘further command’ 
in addition to having attempted already to prevent the public ‘forcing their entrance at the 
fourth or fifth acts without payment’:75 
 
money which shall be so paid by any persons for their respective places shall not be 
returned again, after it is once paid, notwithstanding that such persons shall go out at 
any time before or during the play. And (to avoid future fraud) that none hereafter 
shall enter the pit, first or upper gallery, without delivering to the respective door-
keeper the ticket or tickets which they received for their money paid at the first 
door.76  
 
Whilst Langbaine’s aim in equipping the play-going and –reading public with a means by 
which to establish, independent of the advertising of either the two London theatres or the 
booksellers, the originality of a new title, there is an implicit assumption in the endeavour of 
an increasing vogue for innovation not unlike that to which Behn refers in her prologue to 
The Feign’d Curtizans quoted above. It is also the case, however, that in Momus Triumphans, 
Langbaine’s commentary on his subjects’ sources is geared towards historical enquiry; the 
focus, in general, from where modern literary critics have often taken their lead, is the 
relationship of playwrights to their dramatic predecessors, rather than to each other. The 
focus of this thesis on mid- to late seventeenth-century borrowings by Aphra Behn aims to 
redress the balance of considering Behn’s plays in light of their more immediate dramatic and 
historical contexts, therefore. Of the plays in Behn’s dramatic oeuvre that have so far been 
                                            
74 Robert D. Hume, The Development of English Drama in the Late Seventeenth Century (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1976), p. 29, n. 1.  
75 Theatre in Europe, a Documentary History: Restoration and Georgian England, 1660-1788, ed. by David 
Thomas, intro. by David Thomas and Arnold Hare (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 
1989), p. 177 [entry 152 D] and p. 179 [entry 154 A]. 
76 Theatre in Europe, a Documentary History, pp. 179-80 [entry 154 B]. 
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most extensively treated by literary critics in relation to their borrowings, the relationship 
between The Rover (1677)  and Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso has been explored most fully, 
as has, though to a far lesser degree, The Second Part of The Rover. In demonstrating here 
some of the relatively extensive borrowings that Behn makes from mid- to late seventeenth-
century French and English sources, however, I hope to be able to raise new questions for 
those embarking on research into the composition of Behn’s plays not treated here, especially 
in identifying new source texts for some of Behn’s plays, and therefore complicating some of 
the more singular approaches to and perceptions of her appropriative strategies. 
 The final specific context for the analysis of Behn’s plays that follows that needs 
outlining here is the meaning of written texts, especially letters, in plays of the period. This is 
necessary because of the peculiar significance of written documentation on stage in Behn’s 
drama, a significance that circles the key thematic concerns that this study addresses. 
Curiously, and importantly, whilst this study’s identification of Behn’s source texts works 
through establishing similarities, when the focus turns specifically to textual materiality – to 
Behn’s treatment of written documents on stage – what emerges is difference. To put that 
another way: some of Behn’s more active departures from her source texts are either given 
impetus through the material text, or circumscribed by an introduction of a material text. In 
Behn’s plays, the physical text, whether introduced entirely by her, or actively revised by her 
from her sources, facilitates an exploration of desire, permanence, and fluidity, one or more 
of which is often absent from her source(s). In making this analysis, it should be noted that 
this study draws a distinction between letters and writings or documents more generally. 
When alluding to ‘letters’, I refer to communicative artefacts, either those written or 
implicitly written in the course of the play’s action in order to disseminate information or 
emotional responses, or to deceive or manipulate, whether or not that information reaches its 
intended recipient during the course of the play's action. I also draw on the term more broadly 
outside of the epistolary when the term may be usefully employed to relate specifically to 
learning or knowledge derived from one or more printed sources. 
Letters and writings (or legal documentation) in staged plays occupy, as recent 
scholarly attention has brought to light more clearly, a curious position on the early-modern 
stage. In relation to the use of the material text in the dramatic works of William Shakespeare, 
for instance, Alan Stewart has noted not only the role of the printed artefact as a stage 
property, but also the diversity of critical opinion on the seemingly contradictory role of such 
an textual artefact in a space characterised predominantly by both the oral and the physical: 
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[s]ince the stage is a realm of speech and action, not of writing and reading, we might 
not expect the early modern theatre to reflect letters in the real world. As Frederick 
Kiefer writes, ‘Shakespeare and his contemporaries knew that reading and writing, in 
themselves, do not necessarily exert a theatrical appeal. The sight of an actor perusing 
a book or composing a letter is not likely to engage an audience for long since these 
are essentially solitary activities and typically require a certain self-absorption on the 
part of the reader or writer’. Other critics have been more scathing. Muriel Bradbrook 
complains that ‘whenever Shakespeare can think of nothing else to do, he puts in a 
misdirected letter’.77  
 
In making such observations, Stewart does little to confront the obvious tension that the 
written word is communicated in a mediated form, through the actors' verbal skills in 
dramatic representation. Instead, he remarks on the need for the actors to have as few lines to 
learn as possible, and therefore the usefulness in having part of a script on stage.78 Such a 
position must necessarily, though, neglect the potential for, variously, wrong-footing, 
interrogating culpability, establishing authority, and raising suspicion, any number of which 
may be elicited by the material text when viewed on stage; all-in-all, the argument is not 
convincing. If we turn to Aphra Behn’s plays, the material text in a dramatic, comedic 
context is certainly a much more interesting object. To give a particularly effective example, 
it can be seen that the act of writing, or not writing, is exploited to considerable comic effect 
in her Sir Patient Fancy, where, in a mock-consultation scene about the play’s eponymous 
hypochondriac, six men masquerading as doctors argue between themselves over which of 
them will write the prescription for Sir Patient. The prescriptive medical text becomes a locus 
for the mocking of men whose feigned intelligence and lack of experience, precludes their 
ability to produce – and in the case of Sir Patient, interpret – a reliable text: 
 
FAT DOCTOR Please you to write Sir, you seem the youngest Doctor.  (To Amsterdam 
AMSTERDAM Your Pardon Sir, I conceive there may be younger Doctors than I at the board 
SIR CREDULOUS A fine Punctilio this, when a man lies a dying (Aside) — Sir you shall 
excuse me, I have been a Doctor this 7 years  (They shove the pen and paper 
from one to the other 
 […]  
BRUNSWICK However Sir you are the youngest Doctor and must write. 
SIR CREDULOUS I will not lose an Inch of my Dignity. 
FAT DOCTOR Nor I. 
                                            
77 Alan Stewart, Shakespeare's Letters (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 6. 
78 Stewart, Shakespeare's Letters, pp. 28-30. Given both the nature of the letters and legal documents in the 
plays of Behn and her contemporaries, and what is known of the rehearsal procedures of the King’s Company 
and the Duke’s Company, I am less inclined to think that this is of importance; indeed, the little that is known 
about prompt-books in Betterton’s theatre suggests that actors’ parts would not be written out more extensively 
than was necessary. See Tiffany Stern, Rehearsal from Shakespeare to Sheridan (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2007), p. 175, n. 206. See also John Downes, Roscius Anglicanus; or, An Historical Review of the Stage, 
ed. by Judith Milhous and Robert D. Hume (London: Society for Theatre Research, 1987), esp. p. 2. 
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AMSTERDAM Nor I. 
LEYDEN Nor I.   (Put the paper from each other.79 
 
Part of what is at issue in Behn’s use of written texts in her plays is an interest in what Susan 
Whyman refers to as 'epistolary literacy'. Such a concern addresses the inherent instability 
presented by the material text, at both the level of composition and interpretation; this duality 
of instability is a firm and unwavering interest in Behn’s Exclusion Crisis comedies, and 
thinking about it specifically in that historical context makes several matters evident, 
certainly in the Exclusion Crisis context of the deception and mis-interpretation associated 
with the physical text.  
Along similar lines, to have excluded the broader use of ‘writings’ or ‘documents’, 
often in a legal sense, in determining or underscoring the plays’ resolutions in a way that 
varies or departs entirely from its source(s) would have created a distorted impression of 
Behn’s treatment of textual materialism, and obscured the tensions created in Behn’s 1678-
1681 drama between the authority and authenticity inherent within or procured by the written 
word, and the relative ease with which such a collective consensus can be in various ways 
manipulated. It is perhaps therefore surprising that little scholarly attention has been paid to 
Behn's use of material writings in her drama, not least because of the multiplicity of astute 
critical observations that relate to Behn's penchant -- particularly in her drama and verse -- for, 
destabilizing gendered or sexual categories. In another sense, this is entirely excusable: the 
presence of the written word and the physical text abounds in Behn's plays, and is only 
therefore evident as an addition or a revision by Behn when viewed in light of her source 
texts, which have, in general, received little sustained scholarly interrogation. 
 
Outline 
 
What follows here is divided into two parts, each part consisting of two chapters, and each 
part dealing with different authorial contexts. The first part of this thesis deals in turn with 
The False Count and Sir Patient Fancy in light of the nature of Aphra Behn’s borrowings 
from predominantly French sources for both of these plays. This first part has been 
supplemented with an introductory section that outlines a number of key discursive positions 
on the nature of translation from the late seventeenth century in order to more firmly locate 
Aphra Behn in the context of her contemporaries’ understandings of and approaches to 
                                            
79 Aphra Behn, Sir Patient Fancy, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 
1992-1996), VI (1996), pp. 1-81 (V.1.467-83). 
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appropriation and translation of French sources. Whilst the discussion that follows in relation 
to The False Count does not identify additional sources beyond those previously noted by 
Behn’s editors and explained in considerably more detail in the pages that follow, it does 
realize more fully the extent of Aphra Behn’s borrowings, and positions these within a wider 
context of the activity of translation as set forth by John Dryden, both in his An Essay on 
Dramatick Poesie (1668), and his preface to Ovid’s Epistles (1680). The analysis of Sir 
Patient Fancy that follows in chapter two considers Aphra Behn’s main French source for her 
plot, and supplements this with a previously unidentified English source of which Behn made 
active use in her play. In this original identification, the discussion that follows in chapter two 
seeks to complicate a number of critical readings of Aphra Behn’s treatment of learning in 
her 1678 play. In addition, treated in chapter two is also the key consideration of Behn’s re-
workings of both the French and English sources in light of her treatment of textual 
materialism. 
In the second part of this study, I turn my attention to two comedies and their source text. 
Both first performed in 1681, The Second Part of The Rover, and The Roundheads; or, The 
Good Old Cause have vastly different political contexts. The Second Part of The Rover, 
staged before March 1681 when Charles II dissolved the third Exclusion Parliament, as will 
be discussed, treats textual materiality very lightly in the course of the play’s action. The 
Roundheads, by contrast, first performed c. November 1681 when the Tory/royal cause was 
beginning to regain its influence over the city of London, treats material texts in astonishing 
and explicitly political detail. Both comedies take as their source – or main source, in the case 
of The Second Part of The Rover – plays published in or after 1660. 
In relation to all four of Behn’s comedies treated here in relation to their source text(s), I have 
demonstrated early in each chapter the ways in which existing critical discourse might be 
more usefully and purposefully modified in relation to its observations and assessments of the 
plays discussed here in light of the modifications Behn has made to her source texts in her 
reworkings of, additions to, and departures from them. 
I have attempted, though, not to impose a thesis-wide formula on the shape of each chapter, 
but have instead allowed some flexibility according to the nature of the material. Each 
chapter, though, traces explicit verbal borrowings made by Aphra Behn; each chapter deals, 
to a greater or lesser degree, with the nature of Behn’s treatment of material texts within the 
comedy under discussion; and each chapter proposes new or stronger readings of Behn’s  
plays as a result of this.
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‘You’l swear the Frenchman speaks good English now’1: Sir Patient Fancy, 
The False Count, and Textual Materiality 
 
This section will focus on Behn’s use of French sources in her comedies staged between 1678 
and 1681, taking as its key materials for discussion Sir Patient Fancy (1678) and The False 
Count (1682). As I shall show, though some aspects of the relationships between these plays 
and their French sources have been acknowledged by critical tradition, Behn’s sources have 
not been fully identified and, at least as importantly, the nature of her reworking of these 
materials has been misconstrued. Having outlined first the key discursive aspects regarding 
English playwrights’ treatment of French drama and verse and indicated Behn’s position in 
relation to the published views and authorial practices of her well-known contemporaries, I 
will discuss first The False Count and then Sir Patient Fancy, necessarily reversing the 
chronological order that applies to the discussion in part two of this thesis. This reversal 
relates specifically to the publication of Ovid’s Epistles in 1680, to which Aphra Behn 
contributed a free translation of Ovid’s ‘Oenone to Paris’. As will be discussed, Ovid’s 
Epistles contains a discursive preface by John Dryden in which he set forth terms for 
conceptualising and distinguishing between different modes of translation, depending on the 
rigidity with which the words of the original were translated, and can be fruitfully applied 
when considering Behn’s dramatic appropriations from predominantly French sources. 
The discussion that follows will pay particular attention to a telling aspect of these 
plays’ use of French sources: the way that they deploy written texts such as letters and legal 
documents on stage. This aspect of these plays, I shall argue, both demonstrates Behn’s 
peculiar interest in written documents, even as she uses and reshapes the texts of her French 
sources, and signals acutely what is particular to her drama. The decision to discuss the later 
play, The False Count, before its predecessor, has also been made because one of Sir Patient 
Fancy’s previously-unidentified sources is not a French one, but an English one, connecting 
it in that respect to the Behn plays discussed in the second part of this thesis. The need to 
reverse chronological sequence even whilst arguing that Behn’s drama needs to placed 
carefully in its historical context demonstrates particularly acutely how unpredictably creative 
her relationship was with the sources that she paraphrased, imitated, and, indeed, transformed. 
                                            
1 Thomas Shadwell [?], The Tory-Poets: A Satyr (London: R. Johnson, 1682), p. 6. 
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‘[L]et her write, but Paraphrase no more’: French Influence and Restoration 
Drama 
 
But why should you, who can so well create,  
So stoop, as but pretend, you do translate?  
[…] 
Who are, your self, of Poesie the Soul,  
And whose brave Fancy knocks at either Pole;  
Descend so low, as poor Translation,  
To make an Author, that before was none?  
Oh! Give us, henceforth, what is all your own! 
Charles Cotton1 
 
*** 
 
Male Wits, from Authors of a former Date, 
Copy Applause; and but at best, translate: 
While you, like the immortal Pow'rs, Create. 
Nahum Tate2 
 
In their commendatory verses to Aphra Behn’s La Montre; or, The Lover’s Watch (1686), 
both Charles Cotton and Nathanial Tate affirm a relationship between translation and creation, 
attributing to the latter a superiority derived from originality. Alongside this, though, is a 
suggestion that the former does not necessarily preclude the latter, but can in itself be a 
creative exercise: Cotton’s assertion that Behn only pretends to translate, and Tate’s 
suggestion that in Behn’s translation exists creation, allude to the perceived freedom with 
which Behn re-worked her French sources.3 Unlike her male contemporaries, Tate suggests, 
Behn was not guided solely by a desire to stimulate a warmth in reception at the cost of 
creative expression.4 These distinctions depend, implicitly, on the three categories of ‘all 
                                            
1 Charles Cotton, ‘To the Admir'd Astrea’, in La Montre; or, The Lover’s Watch (London: W. Canning, 1686) 
[sig. A7r-v]. See note immediately below.  
2 N[ahum] Tate, ‘To the Incomparable Author’, in La Montre; or, The Lover’s Watch (London: W. Canning, 
1686), sig. A8r. Janet Todd removes the commendatory verses written to accompany Behn’s translation of 
Bonnecorse in her Pickering edition (IV).  
3 See, for instance, both Bill Overton’s and Elizabeth Spearing’s discussions regarding the liberties that Behn 
takes in expanding in her (mostly) verse translation of Paul Tallemant’s Le Voyage de l’isle d’amour and Second 
voyage. Bill Overton, ‘From French Verse to English: Behn’s Version of Tallemant’s Le Voyage de l’isle 
d’amour’, Women’s Writing special number, ed. by Claire Bowditch and Elaine Hobby, 22 (2015), 56-68 (esp. p. 
60); Elizabeth Spearing, ‘Aphra Behn: The Politics of Translation’, in Aphra Behn Studies, ed. by Janet Todd 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 154-77 (esp. p. 168). 
4 In an ‘Essay on Translated Prose’, published two years later with her A Discovery of New Worlds (1688), a 
translation of Fontenelle’s Entretiens sur La Pluralité des Mondes, Behn states that ‘The General Applause this 
little Book of the Plurality of Worlds has met with, both in France and England in the Original, made me attempt 
to translate it into English’. Behn, though, also cites the fact that ‘an English Woman might adventure to 
translate any thing, a French Woman may be supposed to have spoken’ as a reason for her choice of text.  See 
Aphra Behn, ‘The Translator’s Preface’, in A Discovery of New Worlds (1688), trans. by Aphra Behn, in The 
Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering 1992-1996), IV (1993), pp. 73-86 (p. 73). 
The shift is obscured by the fact that La Montre (1686) is printed after A Discovery of New Worlds (1688) in this 
volume. 
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translation’ proposed by John Dryden in his preface to Ovid’s Epistles: metaphrase, 
paraphrase, and imitation. Dryden characterizes metaphrase as ‘turning an author word by 
word, and line by line, from one language into another’, while paraphrase is comparatively 
freer; paraphrase is, Dryden suggests, ‘translation with latitude, where the author is kept in 
view by the translator, so as never to be lost, but his words are not so strictly followed as his 
sense, and that too is admitted to be amplified, but not altered’.5 Imitation is freer still, ‘where 
the translator (if now he has not lost that name) assumes the liberty not only to vary from the 
words and sense, but to forsake them both as he sees occasion; and taking only some general 
hints from the original, to run division on the ground-work, as he pleases’.6  
 Such ideas were widely taken up and commented upon by Dryden’s contemporaries, 
and when he was lampooned in ‘A Satyr on the Modern Translators’, as a ‘Pyrate [who] 
wou’d to foreign Borders roam’, the anonymous poet, having discussed Dryden, turns his 
attention to Behn: 
 
May he [Dryden] still split on some unlucky Coast,  
And have his Works or Dictionary lost;  
That he may know what Roman Authors mean,  
No more than does our blind Translatress Behn.  
   The Female VVit; who next convicted stands,  
Nor for abusing Ovid's Verse but Sand's:  
She might have learn'd from the ill borrow'd Grace,  
(VVhich little helps the ruin of her Face)  
That VVit, like Beauty, triumphs o'er the Heart,  
VVhen more of Nature's seen and less of Art:  
Nor strive in Ovid's Letters to have shown,  
As much of Skill, as Lewdness in her own:  
Then let her from the next inconstant Lover,  
Take a new Copy for a second Rover:  
Describe the cunning of a jilting VVhore,  
From the ill Arts her self has us'd before;  
Thus let her write, but Paraphrase no more.7 
  
The poem is primarily concerned with relations between intellectual and cultural boundaries, 
exploring how translation can be predicated on epistemological elitism and chronological 
distance. Here, though, the poet’s attack changes direction. Behn is criticized for creative 
                                            
5 John Dryden, ‘Preface to Ovid’s Epistles’, in The Poems of John Dryden, ed. by Paul Hammond and David 
Hopkins, 5 vols (London: Routledge, 1995-2005), I (1995), pp. 376-91 (pp. 384-85). 
6 Dryden, ‘Preface to Ovid’s Epistles’, p. 384. 
7 Mr P---r [Matthew Prior?], ‘A Satyr on the Modern Translators’, in Poems on Affairs of State from the Time of 
Oliver Cromwell to the Abdication of K. James the Second (London[?]: [n. pub.], 1697), pp. 194-98 (p. 196). 
The table of contents gives the composition date of this poem as 1684 (sig. A4v). Subsequent references are 
given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. 
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artifice and imaginative limitation; true poetry is characterized by an artistic ability to 
foreground nature – and by extension wit and beauty – whereas Behn’s work exhibits the 
poetic artificiality and pretension inherent, in the poet’s view, in the practice of literary 
appropriation.  
 Examining a re-print of this poem published in 1698, Laura J. Rosenthal argues that 
the verse ‘equates [… Behn’s] supposedly inept theft of a translation with equally inept 
applications of cosmetics that fail to disguise a ruined face’. 8 Fundamentally, Rosenthal 
suggests, the satirist attacks Behn’s writing because of its imitation of life: ‘Behn here earns 
the poet’s scorn for failing to transform nature by adding enough labor: she takes her work 
too directly from life. At the same time, she violates propriety by actually adding the labor of 
excessive beauty treatments to her face and to her verse’.9 Although the poem’s gratuitous 
insult about ‘the ruin of her Face’ invites this sort of reading, I want to suggest that the 
polarization of the activities of writing (creativity and inventiveness) and paraphrasing 
(ventriloquism) points to an alternative criticism: Behn takes her work too directly from art, 
and in so doing, creates further distance from ‘Nature’. Interpreting the reference to ‘the next 
inconstant Lover’ as an accusation that Behn is ‘simply reproducing her own lover in the 
character of the Rover’, rather than as a more general comment that she is re-working an 
existing rakish or libertine representation in producing a play, misleads Rosenthal. The critic 
misses the poem’s interest in two discrete categories of literary and authorial propriety and 
impropriety − imaginative creativity, and imitative artifice in expression − and does not 
consider the resultant tension between them, obscured here through gendered metaphor. In 
associating the image of the ‘jilting VVhore’ with Behn’s Lucetta from The Rover, Rosenthal 
argues that the satirist’s condemnation is derived from a disapproval of ‘a gendered form of 
illegitimate ownership’.10 If this poem is placed back in the wider cultural context outlined 
above in the Introduction, though, a different emphasis in these lines comes to the fore. It is 
clear that this satirist is much less concerned with ownership of the kind that characterized 
the terms of Elizabeth Cellier's deposition, than with originality. Indeed, Behn, as a ‘blind 
Translatress’, who should ‘write, but Paraphrase no more’, is being criticised in two ways: 
Behn is condemned for being so free with the creative expression of her sources that she 
might as well have not read them, whilst simultaneously being challenged to eschew the 
practice of borrowing ‘with latitude’ in favour of independent creation. Unlike Tate and 
                                            
8 Laura J. Rosenthal, Playwrights and Plagiarists in Early Modern England: Gender, Authorship, Literary 
Property (London and Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996), p. 111. 
9 Rosenthal, Playwrights and Plagiarists in Early Modern England, p. 111. 
10 Rosenthal, Playwrights and Plagiarists in Early Modern England, p. 112. 
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Cotton, who in their praise of Behn synthesize the activity of translation – or the employing 
of ‘ill Arts’ – with the display of creativity, then, the satirist borrows the language of the 
former to condemn a perceived absence of the latter.  
Readers of Behn have frequently turned to her paratextual materials in order to 
interrogate her self-fashioning as a professional writer, and it comes as no surprise, therefore, 
that these can also be examined for evidence of her thoughts on the use of French sources. 
Particularly well known is her address to the reader that accompanies the 1678 edition of Sir 
Patient Fancy. This has been used by scholars of Aphra Behn and early women’s writing as 
an instance where Behn’s prefatory material defends her status as a female dramatist, alludes 
to the economic challenges to which women were subject, and includes a vindication ‘from 
the most unjust and silly aspersion, Woman could invest to cast on Woman […]; That it [the 
play] was Baudy’.11 In a publication that explicitly acknowledges textual borrowings from a 
contemporary French source, though, Behn’s discussion of authorial adaptation, translation, 
and interpretation bears careful attention:12 
 
Others to show their breeding (as Bays sayes,) cryed it was made out of at least four 
French Plays, when I had but a very bare hint from one, the Malad Imagenere, which 
was given me translated by a Gentleman infinitely to advantage: but how much of the 
French is in this, I leave to those who indeed understand it and have seen it at the 
Court. (ll. 14-19) 
 
Behn’s position here is complicated. By quoting Bayes, one of the more prominent satirical 
targets from Buckingham’s The Rehearsal, as part of her vindication for her authorial 
practices, Behn simultaneously positions herself both as part of a wider public with 
considerable knowledge and experience of the theatre, and as an author making partial 
acknowledgement of her source material.13 The fact that Behn employs the words of the 
character Bayes is crucial to the complexities of this passage. As Tiffany Stern points out, 
‘[t]he range of people aimed at in the character “Bayes” is confusing, extending not only 
                                            
11 Aphra Behn, Sir Patient Fancy, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 
1992-1996), VI (1996), pp. 1-81 (p. 5, ll. 2-4). References are to this edition, and are given in the body of the 
text in parentheses. For a representative example of how this preface has often been read, see Ann Marie 
Stewart, The Ravishing Restoration: Aphra Behn, Violence, and Comedy (Selinsgrove, PA: Susquehanna 
University Press, 2010), esp. pp. 18-19. 
12 The title page to the first edition of Sir Patient Fancy describes the text as ‘Written by Mrs. A. Behn, the 
Authour of the ROVER’, the play that immediately preceded Sir Patient Fancy in Behn’s oeuvre. Behn’s name 
does not appear on the title-page of first two issues of the first edition of The Rover (1677), though her name 
does appear on the title-page of the third issue of the first edition, also published in 1677. 
13 The partiality of this acknowledgement is derived from the ambiguity surrounding the reference to ‘Bayes’. 
At the point that Behn published this preface in 1678, speculation had been increasing since the first staging of 
The Rehearsal in 1671 through the mid-1670s as to the identity of ‘Bayes’. John Dryden was the dramatist most 
frequently associated with the character by his contemporaries. 
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across several different playwrights (and a politician?), but across several different kinds of 
playwright’. 14  Intrinsic to Behn’s meaning here, though, is a point that Stern also 
acknowledges: regardless of whose name was most closely associated with the character of 
Bayes at any given moment, Buckingham’s character’s status is certainly that of a ‘low-class 
amateur’ writer.15 At this point in her preface, Behn is guarding against further remonstration 
from critics for over-reliance on her French source material. It is likely, therefore, that Behn 
is here relying on her readers’ negative view of Buckingham’s Bayes, referred to, properly, in 
the course of the play’s action as both a ‘fool’ and a ‘fop’, and openly mocked for his 
pretensions.16 The extent of the joke, though, depends on a section of The Rehearsal where 
Bayes explains a scripting decision about two of his characters that Behn omits from her 
preface: ‘I makes ’em both speak French, to shew their breeding’ (I.2.17-18). By quoting 
selectively from The Rehearsal, Behn is broadening her criticism of those who have 
complained about her work, probably, as outlined in the introduction to this thesis, in the time 
between its staging and its printing: the emphasis is not immediately and explicitly limited to 
French-speaking critics, but may include much more broadly those who object generally to an 
author’s reliance on source materials. A crucial aspect in Behn’s self-positioning here is the 
fact that she claims to have read Molière’s Le Malade imaginaire not in French but in 
translation, thereby distancing herself from those who might employ their proficiency in the 
French language to validate their criticisms of her use of a French source. In light of the fact 
that the reference to Bayes is coupled with the invitation that ‘those who understand it and 
have seen it at the Court’ should judge the extent of the French influence in Sir Patient Fancy, 
though, the joke goes deeper: Behn is issuing a warning to her would-be critics, with the 
implication that if they understand the play well enough to criticize her for over-reliance on 
her source material, they would as a consequence be aligning themselves with Buckingham’s 
beguiled and incompetent Bayes. 
These aspects of Behn’s self-defence are, further, circumscribed by Restoration ideas 
about textual transference and literary exchange, which were preoccupied not only with the 
impact of such transference on the action of plays, but also more generally with the authorial 
practices adopted by late seventeenth-century dramatists. The fact that Aphra Behn has so 
often been considered by her critics in terms of her difference from others obscures the extent 
                                            
14 Tiffany Stern, Rehearsal from Shakespeare to Sheridan (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), pp. 130-31. 
15 Stern, Rehearsal from Shakespeare to Sheridan, p. 131. 
16 George Buckingham, The Rehearsal, in Restoration Drama: An Anthology, ed. by David Womersley (Oxford: 
Blackwell, 2000), pp. 141-70 (II.1.100-25). Subsequent references are to this edition, and are given in 
parentheses following the quotation. 
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to which she actively engaged with the wider debates and practices concerning the originality 
of drama produced for the commercial theatre. Through that restricted emphasis, a misleading 
impression of her exceptionalism has developed, and as a result, relevant findings from wider 
research into Restoration culture have not always been applied to Behn’s work. An important 
exception to this neglect of Behn’s wider context is the work of Derek Hughes. In his reading 
of the preface to an earlier play than Sir Patient Fancy, The Dutch Lover (1673), Hughes 
argues that her 1673 preface is ‘the work of a writer polemically situating herself in the 
philosophic discourse and dramatic pecking order of the day’.17 Criticism needs to place her 
as firmly in that context as she does herself if the nature of her achievements is to be 
understood.  
Whilst the preface to Sir Patient Fancy does not contain coded-political references 
such as those found in the preface of The Dutch Lover, Behn is nonetheless careful to situate 
herself in relation to the writing practices of her playwright contemporaries, specifically those 
connected with their active engagement with the oeuvre of the late-seventeenth-century 
French dramatist, Molière. As notions of literary transference and national exchange were 
frequently explored in plays produced in the years during which Behn was most prolific, so 
too did these notions provide a dominant context for the conceptualization of the production 
of those plays.18 Some background to that cultural frame is provided by Gesa Stedman in 
Cultural Exchange in Seventeenth-Century France and England, which explores what she 
refers to as 'imitation' in the context of dramatic representations of French culture on the 
English stage. (It might be noted, though, that, echoing John Dryden's -- not uncomplicated -- 
uses of the term in An Essay on Dramatick Poesie (1668), Stedman's most extensive use of 
the term ‘imitation’ connects far more to the notion of the performing of (perceived) French 
cultural practices or (stereo)type figures on the English stage, than to the considerably freer 
authorial and translatory practice of 'imitation' set forth by John Dryden in his preface to 
Ovid's Epistles (1680), discussed in more detail below.) As part of her conceptualisation of 
'representation', Stedman observes that 'representation enables those who shape opinions to 
define more clearly what they perceive to be their own indigenous culture by setting it off 
                                            
17  Derek Hughes, ‘The Masked Woman Revealed; or, The Prostitute and the Playwright in Aphra Behn 
Criticism’, Women’s Writing, 7 (2000), 149-64 (p. 158). 
18 It should be added here that recent studies in mid- to late sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century drama 
underline the extent to which this is not a new interest, but rather a renewed one. See, for instance the following 
collections, both of which focus on pre-1660 representations: Transnational Exchange in Early Modern Theatre, 
ed. by Robert Henke and Eric Nicholson (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2008), in which Clare McManus's chapter is the 
only to focus on post-1660 drama; and Representing France and the French in Early Modern English Drama, 
ed. by Jean-Christophe Mayer (Cranbury, NJ: Associated University Presses, 2008).  
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against foreign influences', thereby emphasising the role of authors in 'representation', rather 
than focusing, as is more usual, on the performative, with a useful degree of latitude.19 She 
then goes on to illustrate that playwrights such as James Howard (and, one might add, 
William Wycherley and Thomas Shadwell) found a source of comic potential in the staging 
of tropes connected to English anxieties about their cultural transmutation by French 
custom. 20  Her presentation of this cultural development is, though, problematically 
straightforward. Having 'safely set aside' questions of which English playwrights influenced 
one other (taking James Howard, John Dryden, and George Etherege as her named examples), 
Stedman identifies John Dryden's 'inspiration' for Marriage à-la-Mode as a 'highly popular 
French romance, namely Madeleine de Scudéry's multi-volume Le Grand Cyrus'.21 In the 
context of her discussion of unacknowledged ‘borrowing’ from other authors, it is ironic that 
when making this connection Stedman follows, unacknowledged, Gerard Langbaine when 
she suggests that '[t]he choice of names and their classical allusions in the play reflects 
Dryden's knowledge of the works of Scudéry and similar writers'.22 This connection also, 
though, much reduces the range of materials that Dryden was drawing on. In the introduction 
to his edition of Marriage à-la-Mode, David Crane has more accurately highlighted the 
composite nature of the play, exploring its textual borrowings to demonstrate Dryden's 
reliance on both French and English sources, an important and complementary point in 
relation to the discussion that follows in relation to Sir Patient Fancy, in which Behn also 
paired English and French sources in producing her play.23  
Before proceeding to outline more fully the interest shown by English dramatists in 
French plays – and in particular those of Molière – in this period, it is worth remarking that 
Dryden’s Marriage à-la-Mode is a peculiarly interesting example of how that connection 
could work, providing also an example of a very different focus from Behn’s. Dryden draws 
on a range of French sources both to dramatize what Stedman refers to as 'anti-French 
                                            
19 Gesa Stedman, Cultural Exchange in Seventeenth-Century France and England (Farnham: Ashgate, 2012), p. 
109. Stedman echoes this point later in her argument when she suggests that 'Restoration comedies, which throw 
some light on Anglo-French relations, are also a mode of self-reflection' (p. 124). Fundamentally, however, 
Stedman's concern in this monograph is not the exchange of cultural material, either in materials or immaterial 
senses, but the English reactions to and treatment of aspects of (pseudo-)French culture. The book’s emphasis is 
really transference and appropriation rather than 'exchange'.  
20 I paraphrase Stedman’s rather abstruse argument here, and use the term 'custom' deliberately to include 
fashion, habit, and both material and immaterial matters. 
21 Stedman, Cultural Exchange in Seventeenth-Century France and England, p. 130, p. 141. 
22 Stedman, Cultural Exchange in Seventeenth-Century France and England, p. 141, n. 55. See also Gerard 
Langbaine, An Account of the English Dramatick Poets; or, Some Observations and Remarks (Oxford: George 
West and Henry Clements, 1691), p. 166.  
23 David Crane, ed., 'Introduction', in Marriage à-la-Mode (London: A&C Black, 1991; repr. 2010), pp. ix-xxiv 
(pp. xx-xxi). 
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criticism of the sillier side of court life', and to demonstrate his ability to make a 'creative 
appropriation' of French culture. Dryden uses French literary and dramatic sources to provide 
commentary on French customs and values, and in doing so produces a play that is doubly 
imitative according to the terms he sets forth in An Essay of Dramatic Poesy:24 the play 
provides 'imitation of humour and passions' of the French; 25  and fits the definition of 
imitation in the four-phase formula of Aristotelian drama, which, Dryden explains,  
 
the French [call] le denouement, and we the discovery or unravelling of the Plot. 
There you see all things settling again upon their first foundations, and, the obstacles 
which hindered the design or action of the Play once removed, it ends with that 
resemblance of truth and nature, that the audience are satisfied with the conduct of 
it.26  
 
In Aphra Behn's use of French dramatic source material, by contrast, and as will be discussed 
below, she neither employs the notion of a plot’s 'first foundation' in a way that connects to 
the conservatism of the plays from which she borrowed, nor uses her French texts to 
comment on French customs. Instead, Behn focuses on social rank, desire, and, in the case of 
Sir Patient Fancy, a London setting, refracting and refocusing the targets of her wit and 
criticisms.  
 In the context of this broader cultural engagement with French materials, it comes as 
no surprise that at the time of publishing Sir Patient Fancy, Behn was certainly not the first 
Restoration dramatist to explicitly acknowledge a debt to Molière; indeed, as Paulina Kewes 
notes, ‘[a]fter the Restoration, the pressure on writers to acknowledge and justify their 
borrowings mounted steadily [… and they] cited some sources in prologues and epilogues 
and defended their modes of appropriation in the prefatory epistles to their play-quartos’.27 In 
1675, before Behn engaged with Molière’s Le Malade imaginaire, and before William 
Wycherley presented his own take on Le Misanthrope with The Plain Dealer, the writer 
Edward Phillips gave the following appraisal of English playwrights’ indebtedness to the 
French dramatist, finding as the most important example ‘Monsieur Moliere, the pleasantest 
of French Comedians, for smart Comic wit and Mirth; and to whom our English Stage hath 
                                            
24 Stedman, Cultural Exchange in Seventeenth-Century France and England, p. 154. The third prevalent use of 
the term 'imitation' in An Essay relates to 'a servile imitation of the French', which relates to an over-reliance on 
a French source text, and which might lead to the assertion that the 'Plots [... were not] weav'd in English 
Loomes' (p. 46). 
25 John Dryden, ‘An Essay of Dramatic Poesy’, in the Oxford Authors John Dryden, ed. by Keith Walker 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), pp. 70-130 Of Dramatick Poesie: An Essay (London: Henry 
Herringman, 1668), p. 102. 
26 Dryden, ‘An Essay’, p. 85.  
27  Paulina Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation: Writing for the Stage in England, 1660-1710 (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1998), p. 33. 
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within a few years been not a little beholding’.28 Despite this sort of general statement, and as 
Aphra Behn demonstrates with The False Count, connections to Molière were not always 
documented in prologues or epilogues by the playwrights who reworked elements of his 
drama for the English stage. Where such admissions do appear, these could in part be due to 
the fact that the time lapse between a performance date and the publication of a play-text 
might prompt playwrights such as Shadwell, Behn, and Dryden, to respond to speculation and 
make (partial) acknowledgement of their borrowings. A clear example of such occasional 
explicit owning up, though, is Thomas Shadwell's 1672 epistle to the reader in The Miser: A 
Comedy. Echoing Dryden’s assessment of French drama’s key characteristics in An Essay on 
Dramatic Poesy, Shadwell assures his reader, in terms that appear to foreshadow the 
questioning of Elizabeth Cellier regading the relationship between the possibility of 
introducing textual expansions and the ownership of such a text, that '[t]he Foundation of this 
Play I took from one of Moliere's called L'Avare; but that having too few persons, and too 
little action for an English Theatre, I added to both so much, that I may call more than half of 
this Play my own'.29  
 Acknowledged in print by English playwrights or not, Molière’s influence on 
Restoration dramatists has been well documented. More generally, it is also clear that 
seventeenth-century French theatre had a significant impact on the English stage, in a 
practical and unequivocal sense: it was following the experience of watching French actresses 
perform in the 1650s that Charles II had actresses introduced to the English stage by royal 
licence. This dimension of the influence of French theatre on the Restoration stage has 
deservedly drawn much critical attention, a subject discussed more fully by Elizabeth 
Howe. 30 Less tangible than this in terms of its documentation, though, is the theatrical 
environment that made literary borrowing both possible and, in some cases, commercially 
viable. The thriving Parisian theatre market had enjoyed both a relatively stable, 
uninterrupted history – unlike its English counterpart – and more versatile and spectacular 
playing spaces. By drawing on French theatre tradition, and the dramatists who instigated and 
sustained it, therefore, Behn and her contemporaries were not only utilizing and adapting a 
                                            
28 Edward Phillips, Theatrum Poetarum (London: Charles Smith, 1675), p. 230. 
29 Thomas Shadwell, The Miser: A Comedy (London: Hobart Kemp, 1672),  in which, echoing An Essay on 
Dramatick Poesie, Shadwell assures his reader '[t]he Foundation of this Play I took from one of Moliere's called 
L'Avare; but that having too few persons, and too little action for an English Theatre, I added to both so much, 
that I may call more than half of this Play my own' [sig. A3r]. See Robert D. Hume, Dryden's Criticism (London 
and Ithaca, NJ: Cornell University Press, 1970), pp. 71-72 for a discussion of the differences in the modes of 
English and French dramatic composition and customs outlined in An Essay. 
30  Elizabeth Howe, The First English Actresses: Women and Drama 1660-1700 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 1992), p.23.  
38 
 
wide range of comedies, but were also invoking a tradition that was both comparatively 
enduring and familiar, certainly to the portion of Behn’s audience who came to know it 
during their exiles in continental Europe. In January 1678, by which time Behn’s Sir Patient 
Fancy had received its premiere, both the King’s Company and the Duke’s Company had 
staged plays derived and adapted from Molière with considerable commercial success. Indeed, 
in publicly acknowledging (though certainly downplaying) her debt to Molière for Sir Patient 
Fancy, but making no mention of it in relation to The False Count, Behn displayed her part in 
what were in both cases, by the late 1670s, well-established conventions. 
 Derek Hughes has argued that there were two distinct phases to the Restoration 
dramatists’ use of Molière. The first he traces from roughly 1668 to late 1672, arguing that 
during that period there was ‘a sustained attempt at both theatres to absorb and Anglicize 
Molière’.31 He then notes the suspension of this endeavour, and a collective shift towards sex 
comedy. As such, and perhaps unsurprisingly, Hughes then argues that the second and final 
resurgence of Molière-inspired drama began in 1675 with William Wycherley’s The Country 
Wife. In the fast-moving world of Restoration theatre, therefore, Behn seems almost belated 
in her utilizing of Molière’s body of work for the English stage. In relation to her male 
contemporaries, though, and in the context of what Mark Knights has characterized as the 
‘rupture of Anglo-French relations’ in the political crisis of 1678-81, I shall argue that Behn’s 
imitation of French sources for both Sir Patient Fancy and The False Count demonstrates 
considerable gumption, and may connect to the attacks on Behn that presumably prompted 
her vehement self-defence in her prefatory material to the former.32 
 Various earlier English incarnations of Molière’s drama experienced considerable 
commercial and economic success. Perhaps the most notable example of a playwright making 
free use of Molière during the first phase of borrowings that Derek Hughes outlines was John 
Dryden’s Sir Martin Mar-All. Indeed, Dryden’s overwhelmingly successful adaptation of 
Molière’s first staged play, L’Etourdi, from 1667 to 1668 initiated what was to become a 
relatively widespread practice of active literary borrowing from Molière. John Wilcox notes 
                                            
31 Derek Hughes, English Drama, 1660-1700 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), p. 117. 
32 Susan J. Owen suggests that ‘[d]uring the Exclusion Crisis, some fifty-four new plays, or new versions of old 
plays, were written’. See Restoration Theatre and Crisis (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), p. 2. Derek Hughes, 
meanwhile, suggests that ‘[f]or much of the crisis period, new comedies were down in number: four in 1679-
1680, probably two (including Part II of The Rover) in 1680-81; then, as the winners in the struggle became 
clear in 1681-82, eight comedies, four of them by Behn’. See Theatre, p. 108. Between the premiere of William 
Wycherley’s The Plain Dealer (1676), based on Molière’s Le Misanthrope and John Caryl’s Sir Saloman (1685 
and thought by Gerard Langbaine to have borrowed from Molière’s L’École des femmes), Langbaine identifies 
only two plays that have borrowed heavily from Molière, both of which are the two by Behn discussed here. See 
Gerard Langbaine, An Account of the English Dramatick Poets; or, Some Observations and Remarks (Oxford: 
George West and Henry Clements, 1691). 
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that ‘[a]fter John Dryden scored his first success with Sir Martin Mar-All, or the Feigned 
Innocence (August 1667), for which he had taken essential elements from the sensational 
French actor-playwright, Molière was plundered on every hand’.33 
 
 
                                            
33 The success of Sir Martin Mar-All was well documented by Samuel Pepys. Pepys recorded seeing the play – 
or at least part of it – on eight separate occasions from its first staging on 15 August 1667 to 22 May 1668, when 
he remarked: ‘to the Duke of York’s house to a play, and saw Sir Martin Marr-all, where the house is full; and 
though I have seen it, I think, ten times, yet the pleasure I have is yet as great as ever, and is undoubtedly the 
best comedy ever was wrote’.   
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‘[G]et the Writings ready’: The False Count and English Borrowings from 
Molière and his Compatriots 
 
For the reasons previously outlined, and because is it in some ways a simpler example than 
the earlier Sir Patient Fancy – it draws on a only French source-texts – I shall begin with 
Behn’s second play of this pair, The False Count, before turning back to the earlier one, 
whose complexities include the fact that it makes use of not only French but also English 
sources. 
 Warning against ‘look[ing] for too many dark complexities in this short farce’, Derek 
Hughes argues that Aphra Behn’s The False Count is preoccupied with the illusion of 
difference, and that it also shows rigidity in the fixed categories allowed to its women: 
‘[c]himney sweeps may become lords, but women remain women’, he suggests.1 In eliding 
sexual and social distinctions, however, Hughes’s reading of this play obscures the 
generically innovative and transformative aspects of Behn’s composite farce. As I shall show, 
a thorough examination of the alterations that Behn makes to her two source texts in 
producing The False Count demonstrates the extent to which she rejects material, sexual, and 
social stasis in her first explicit foray into farce, and by extension complicates Dryden’s 
categorizations of modes of translation.  
 Written and first performed as the fictitious plotting and alarms of the Popish Plot 
were beginning to subside, it is perhaps unsurprising that The False Count, at the most 
obvious level, is a play wherein plot upon plot is initiated, revealed and abandoned, with the 
traditions of farce being used to produce fast-moving and consistently surprising action. At 
closer examination, several matters become clear. First, though identified in its cancellandum 
title-page as a farce, the play has none of the conservatism usually found in that genre.2 In 
characterizing farce written and produced in the late seventeenth century, Peter Holland has 
identified three key aspects integral to the genre: its capacity to highlight ‘the perfomability 
of social behaviour’; its conservatism; and its reliance on ‘the actors’ skills’ in physical 
comedy.3 E. Bruce Hayes usefully extends this definition in terms of the equilibrious and 
temporary nature of farce: ‘transgression in farce is met with an equivalent counteraction that 
forces the transgressor back into his or her original position […]. [T]his underscores the 
                                            
1 Hughes, The Theatre of Aphra Behn (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 139. 
2 See Mary Ann O’Donnell, Aphra Behn: An Annotated Bibliography of Primary and Secondary Sources, 2nd 
edn (Farnham: Ashgate, 2004), pp. 49-53. 
3 Peter Holland, ‘Farce’, in The Cambridge Companion to English Restoration Theatre, ed. by Deborah Payne 
Fisk (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), pp. 107-26 (p. 109). 
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essentially conservative nature of farce: the reversals that take place do not disrupt societal 
norms but instead help [to] restore them’.4 In The False Count, Behn uses the physical 
comedy of farce to vastly expand and rework the notions of both performability and 
transience so as to make them include not only social behaviour, but also social institutions, 
and in so doing challenges the conservatism associated with the genre.  
 The play’s plotting and counter-plotting might best be summarized by presenting its 
action from the different perspectives of its key groups of characters. According to the high-
ranking lovers – Don Carlos, Governor of Cadiz, is in love with the married Julia, who is also 
in love with him; his merchant friend, Antonio, loves Julia’s sister, Clara – The False Count 
is a series of actions that they are in control of. From their point of view, the wishes of Julia’s 
jealous husband, Francisco, and Clara’s misguided father, Baltazer, are countered effectively. 
The result of this plotting is that Julia sleeps with her beloved Don Carlos and is then handed 
over to him permanently by her husband Francisco. Antonio, meanwhile, wins the hand of 
Clara and her father’s acceptance, having effectively seen off the threat that he would instead 
be married for money to the ridiculous Isabella, daughter of the nouveau riche Francisco 
(Julia’s husband). These successes are achieved, the high-class characters believe, through a 
series of plots that include fooling Francisco into believing that he is not in his native Spain 
but in Turkey, having been captured by pirates and made over to the Great Turk; this plot is 
suggested by Carlos’s servant, Guzman. Alongside this, the perspective of the lovers suggests, 
they also succeed in punishing the foolish and aspiring Isabella, by marrying her off to a 
chimney-sweep, Guiliom, who is only pretending to be the eponymous False Count. One way 
or another, the farce’s resolution, according to the high-class lovers, has all the social 
conservatism of traditional farce. From the point of view of that false count Guiliom and the 
servant Guzman, however, the play’s plotting looks rather different. Through some swift and 
carefully planned legal paperwork, Guiliom ensures a fortune for himself and his new bride 
Isabella, and also wins her affection along with her body. The servant Gusman, meanwhile, 
takes great satisfaction in suggesting and managing a series of plots, actively collaborating 
with Julia’s servant, Jacinta, to ensure that all turns out to their own satisfaction. 
 The play’s action is characterized by a series of strange reversals and changes of 
direction that this brief outline cannot do justice to, and these disjunctions are a highly 
appropriate way to comment, implicitly, on the nonsenses of the Popish Plot and the counter-
plots that it prompted. It is important to note also, though, that various parts of The False 
                                            
4  E. Bruce Hayes, Rabelais's Radical Farce: Late Medieval Comic Theater and its Function in Rabelais 
(Farnham: Ashgate, 2010), p. 57. 
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Count’s plot have their origins in Behn’s borrowed French materials. That the play has a 
relation to French sources has been long recognized, though not explored in any detail. 
Indeed, Wilcox himself categorizes Behn as a minor borrower from Molière, when he draws 
attention to the two comedies in which she used the French actor-playwright’s materials, Sir 
Patient Fancy (1678) and The False Count (1681), for which she drew on Le Malade 
imaginare and Les Précieuses ridicules respectively. Criticizing Behn for borrowing from 
Molière ‘without artistic insight’, though, Wilcox fails to note the fact that Molière was not 
the sole French source for the latter play. Whilst Molière’s play provided part of the impetus 
for the disguise-driven plot of The False Count, especially the dimension that focuses on the 
self-deluded upstart Isabella, the extent to which Behn expands the reach of her farce through 
supplementing it substantially with scenes from Antoine Montfleury’s L’École des jaloux; ou, 
le cocu volontaire (1664) is striking. 5 The analysis that follows will explore quite how 
ingenious – and, to use Wilcox’s term, ‘artistic’ – Behn is in her use of these French source 
materials. 
In 1930, Aphra Behn’s editor, Montague Summers, had noted that the plot of The 
False Count was ‘taken wholesale from Antoine Montfleury’s L’École des jaloux; ou, le 
Cocu volontaire’, a three-act play in verse, first performed in 1664.6 Behn’s later editor, Janet 
Todd, attaches less importance to this as one of Behn’s sources, suggesting in her 
introduction to the play that ‘[f]urther hints for Behn’s plot of a jealous husband trying to 
contain a young wife may have come from Antoine Montfleury’s L’Ecole des jaloux ou le 
cocu voluntaire of 1664, although its tendency is very different: in Montfleury’s play the wife 
of the jealous older husband makes a parade of her virtue and cures her husband of 
jealousy’.7 This down-playing of the link to L’École des jaloux is curious, given Summers’s 
clear indication of the play’s significance; though a critic would have to read Montfleury’s 
play in French to trace the connections – no English translation exists – its relevance to what 
Todd’s headnote refers to as the play’s ‘Turkish incident’ is unmissable.8 As the passages 
discussed below will illustrate, whole sequences of dialogue and some action in the ‘Turkish’ 
section of The False Count are based closely on Montfleury’s play, with many direct verbal 
parallels. Any analysis of Behn’s play ought, therefore, to consider the significance of its 
relationship to the Montfleury. Instead, Todd looks to another Molière play, Les Fouberies de 
                                            
5 Wilcox, Relation, p. 150. 
6 Montagu Summers, ‘A Note on Mrs. Behn and a Dickens Parallel’, Notes and Queries, 159 (1930), 274-75.  
7 Aphra Behn, The False Count; or, A New Way to Play an Old Game, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by 
Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 1996), VI (1996), pp. 300-56 (p. 301). Subsequent references to this play, 
rather than editorial content, are given in parentheses following the reference. 
8 Todd, ed., The False Count, p. 300. 
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Scapin, for that plot element. Any close engagement with Les Fouberies de Scapin would 
cast doubt on that connection: crucially, Molière does not include the staging of a Turkish 
kidnap in that play; instead, it is merely reported on as part of Scapin’s intrigue. It might 
further be noted that although Thomas Otway had, in 1677, drawn extensively on Molière’s 
Les Fouberies de Scapin in his own farce The Cheats of Scapin, he also follows Molière’s 
practice of simply reporting, rather than staging, the kidnap, and that he dispenses entirely 
with the Turkish connection. 
Having established that some key critics have noted French sources for The False 
Count, even though connections have sometimes been wrongly drawn and never been 
actively analysed, I shall turn now to examining the nature of Behn’s borrowings and 
reformulations. The extent to which The False Count; or, A New Way to Play an Old Game is 
concerned with the fluidity of apparently-fixed social and marital categories is clearest only 
when it is considered in the context of Behn’s two main sources for its plot, Molière’s Les 
Précieuses ridicules (1659), and Antoine Montfleury’s L’École des jaloux; ou, le cocu 
volontaire (1664). Set in Cadiz, Montfleury’s play focuses on an elaborate hoax designed to 
prompt the reform of its voluntary cuckold and jealous husband, Santillane. The play opens 
with the virtuous wife Léonor lamenting to her maid Beatrix that her husband is jealous and 
brutal (‘un jaloux, un brutal’), and that it is ridiculous that he is trying to keep her away from 
her former suitor, the governor Dom Carlos, because she had never loved him (‘Je ne l’aimai 
jamais’).9 The action of the first Act then consists of demonstrating at length Santillane’s 
irrational jealousy. In a scheme devised by Gusman, valet to Carlos, the Governor of Cadiz, 
to cure Santillane of his unwarranted and unfounded jealousy towards his wife, part of the 
play’s action then takes place aboard a ship. Having set sail to Dom Carlos’s wedding to his 
sister-in-law, choosing his mode of transport with a view to keeping his wife away from the 
governor (I.3), Santillane believes himself to have been captured by Turks and held in 
Constantinople (II.4). Threatened with castration or death by hanging if he does not co-
operate – ‘vous pende en sortant, si vous n’y faites rien’ (III.5) – Santillane must persuade his 
virtuous wife, Léonor, to abandon her fidelity to him, and join the Grand Turk’s seraglio: 
 
 SANTILLANE  Va, mon Coeur, va, m’aime! 
   Fais ton mari cocu pour lui sauver la vie. 
   Si ce n’est par amour, du moins par charité, 
   De ce que tu me dois, fais libéralité. 
                                            
9  A. Montfleury, L’École des jaloux; ou, le cocu volontaire (Paris: N. Pépingué, 1664), I.1. Subsequent 
references are to this edition, and act and scene numbers are given in parentheses immediately following the 
quotation. 
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   Que la peur de la mort fait d’effet dans une âme! (III.6) 
 
 [Go, my heart, go, my love! Cuckold your husband to save his life. If 
not for love, at least for charity, make liberal use of what you owe to 
me. What an effect fear of death has in a soul!]10 
  
Unlike her equivalent in The False Count, though, Léonor remains faithful to her jealous 
husband, and makes a prolonged and unwavering display of her fidelity to him, despite his 
numerous insistences that she should privilege his life over her virtue; it is better to be 
cuckolded ten times than to die once, he eventually reflects (III.6).11 As in The False Count, 
the trick is halted by the arrival of a letter from the Spanish governor, Carlos, a detail that this 
analysis will return to shortly. 
 Whereas Behn’s jealous husband, Francisco, learns that he has been tricked through 
his supposed Turkish capture, Montfleury’s equivalent remains the ignorant subject of 
ridicule. Even while he seems to have reformed by the play’s conclusion, his values and 
priorities are still manifestly self-deceiving:  
 
SANTILLANE […] De mes jaloux soupçons je prétends me défaire, 
   Je n’ai plus de dessein que celui de te plaire; 
   Mignonette, je veux devenir bon mari. 
   De ma bizarre humeur je me sens bien guéri. 
   Oui, je veux te laisser vivre à ta fantaisie, 
   J’en aurai du plaisir, et point de jalousie: 
   Sa vertu m’est connue, et j’en suis convaincu. 
   Quoi, morbleu! la prier de me faire cocu, 
   Et de peur que cela ne me mette en colère, 
   Aimer mieux me voir pendre, et n’en vouloir rien faire! 
   Voilà ce qui s’appelle une femme de bien. (III.8) 
 
[I mean to rid myself of my jealous suspicions; I have no design other 
than to please you; sweet one, I want to become a good husband. I feel 
I am well cured of my strange humour. Yes, I want to let you live your 
own whim, I will take pleasure from it without any jealousy: I know its 
virtue, and am convinced of it. What, by God! The request to cuckold 
me and fearing only that would make me angry; liking better to see me 
hanged, and wanting nothing to do it! See what kind of woman is 
called good.] 
  
                                            
10 Translations from the French are literal not poetic, and are mine. 
11 Ernst G. Matthews gives a brief account of some of the thematic and structural connections between these 
plays. See ‘Montfleury’s École des Jaloux and Aphra Behn’s The False Count’, Modern Language Notes, 54 
(1939), 438-39. It should be noted that Montfleury has the faithful Leonor’s servant, Béatrix, explain to her that 
the ‘capture’ is a trick, and that she has nothing to fear. 
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The artificiality of this hyperbolic, comically foolish shift in attitude points towards a 
fundamental characteristic of Montfleury’s plot more generally: its conservatism. The 
extraordinarily contrived plot in which a Spanish gentleman is kidnapped and blackmailed by 
a valet disguised as a Turk does not result in any challenge to the status quo.12 Léonor’s 
virtue remains intact throughout, and her status as faithful wife to Santillane is 
uncompromised, in keeping with what Holland identifies as seventeenth-century farce’s 
‘refus[al] to pursue’ troubling matters connected to ‘the performability of social behavior’.13 
Furthermore, whilst this central stratagem of L’École des jaloux is devised and executed by 
Gusman, servant to Dom Carlos, in a clear example of what in Holland calls farce’s 
‘unnerving denial of [… a character’s] normal place’, there is no move towards permanence 
in the dramatizing of social elevation in this play.14 In drawing heavily on Montfleury’s farce, 
and coupling this with Molière’s Les Précieuses ridicules, by contrast, Behn introduces in 
The False Count a tension between fluidity and permanence across two axes: elevation in 
rank and title, and transference circumscribed by the realization of desire.  
Behn privileges questions of fluidity and stability in a way that cannot be separated 
wholly from the play’s mode of composition, and consequently the implications that holds for 
understandings of translation in the period. As J. Douglas Canfield suggests, ‘the real 
subversiveness of the play lies in its destabilization of status hierarchy even as it seems to 
redefine and restabilize it’. 15 Indeed, the extent to which Behn’s mode of appropriation 
reveals a sense of limited though plausible re-categorization and de-categorization through 
material writings is most apparent if the resolution in the matches of Carlos and Julia, and 
Guiliom and Isabella are considered in light of Behn’s two main sources. For instance, 
Behn’s Isabella, a composite character modelled on the cousins Magdelon and Cathos in 
Molière’s Les Précieuses ridicules, the other key source for The False Count, is a very 
different creature from her French originals. Behn’s concerns are not focused on the 
pretensions and affectations of courtship rituals that characterize Molière’s female 
protagonists. Behn does, though, retain in her character their desire for social advancement 
through marriage: Molière’s one-act play, like Behn’s farce, is overwhelmingly concerned 
                                            
12 In many ways, this resolution signals both a shift away from medieval French farce, which, as Alan E. Knight 
observes, allowed space for reciprocal trickery, and a retention of its essence since such a trick ‘tend[ed] not to 
be resolved, but only momentarily neutralized for the sake of bringing the play to a close’. See Alan E. Knight, 
Aspects of Genre in Late Medieval French Drama (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1983), p. 51. 
13 Holland, ‘Farce’, p. 109. 
14 Holland, ‘Farce’, p. 109. 
15 J. Douglas Canfield, Tricksters and Estates: On the Ideology of Restoration Comedy (Lexington: University 
Press of Kentucky, 1997), p. 180. 
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with displays of social rank, the prizing of affectation, and an inability to interpret it correctly 
as artifice. 16 Indeed, James F. Gaines’s acute and succinct summary of Molière’s play’s 
central thematic concern – ‘the fictitious nature of aspiration to nobility’ – as well as 
discontent with birth-rank, not only forms the basis of the composite character Isabella, but is 
also key to Guiliom, the chimney sweep employed to dupe her in Behn’s The False Count.17  
It is on the character of Isabella, then, that this analysis of the relationship between 
Behn’s farce and her sources will focus next. Molière’s play opens with two spurned lovers, 
La Grange and Du Croisy (Behn’s Antonio) who, having been deemed ‘abysmally ignorant 
of the rules of gallantry’ by the cousins Magdelon and Cathos (combined to form Behn’s 
Isabella), are rejected as suitors on the basis of their ‘impoverishment of dress’, their ‘dryness 
of conversation’, and their ‘bourgeois’ approach to courtship.18 La Grange’s revenge plot, to 
‘get my own back on them for their rudeness’ by ‘play[ing] a little game well with them that 
will make them see how ridiculous they are and teach them to be better judges of people’, 
forms the basis of the play’s subsequent action (scene i). The lovers’ servants, Mascarille and 
Jodelet, dressed in their masters’ finery as a Marquis and a Vicomte respectively, court the 
cousins in a manner that is more according to the ‘elevated style’ (scene iv) and in the 
‘character of a playful lover’ (scene ix) that they desire. It should be noted, because of its 
importance in the analysis that will follow of how Behn uses physical texts in her plays, that 
Molière has Magdelon and Cathos’s desires about courtship rituals explicitly connected to the 
importance of texts: urged by her father, Gorgibus, to behave ‘like honourable people should’ 
in the early stages of courtship, for instance, Magdelon responds ‘Heavens! If everyone 
thought like you, novels would be over before they’d begun. A fine thing it would be if Cyrus 
married Mandane at once and Aronce wed Clélie in chapter one!’ (scene iv).19 The cousins’ 
relationship with text is prescriptive, then, rather than intuitive, and in a trope he would return 
to later in his career in Les Femmes savantes, Molière exposes the cousins’ lack of 
interpretative abilities in relation to both the literary and the visual: 
 
MAGDELON  Nous y sommes de toutes nos oreilles. 
                                            
16 The question of the limitations of Behn’s characters’ interpretative abilities is one that has been most fully 
explored in relation to Willmore in The Rover (1677), and is returned to here in Part 2. See especially Elin 
Diamond, ‘Gestus and Signature in Aphra Behn’s The Rover’, ELH, 56 (1989), 519-41, and Laura J. Rosenthal, 
Playwrights and Plagiarists in Early Modern England, pp. 125-27. 
17 James F. Gaines, Social Structures in Moliere’s Theater (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1984), p. 65. 
18 Molière, Les Précieuses ridicules [Such Foolish and Affected Ladies], in The Misanthrope and Other Plays, 
trans. by John Wood, ed. by David Coward (London: Penguin, 2000), pp. 1-28 (scene iv). Subsequent references 
to this play are given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. 
19 Molière’s editor, David Coward, traces the references here to the multi-volume works of Mademoiselle de 
Scudéry, Artamène; ou, Le Grand Cyrus and Clélie. See The Misanthrope and Other Plays, p. 312, n. 7. 
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MASCARILLE  Oh! oh! je n'y prenois pas garde 
Tandis que, sans songer à moi, je vous regarde, 
Votre œil en tapinois me dérobe mon cœur. 
Au voleur, au voleur, au voleur, au voleur. 
CATHOS  Ah! mon Dieu! voilà qui est poussé dans le dernier galant. 
MASCARILLE  Tout ce que je fais a l'air cavalier; cela ne sent point le pédant. 
MAGDELON  Il en est éloigné de plus de deux mille lieux. 
MASCARILLE  Avez-vous remarqué ce commencement: 
Oh, oh? Voilà qui est extraordinaire: oh, oh! Comme un homme qui s'avise tout d'un 
coup: oh, oh! La surprise: oh, oh!  
MAGDELON  Oui, je trouve ce oh, oh! admirable. 
MASCARILLE  Il semble que cela ne soit rien. 
CATHOS  Ah! mon Dieu, que dites-vous? Ce sont là de ces sortes de choses qui ne se 
peuvent payer. 
MAGDELON Sans doute; et j'aimerois mieux avoir fait ce oh, oh! qu'un poème épique.  
(scene ix)20 
 
[MAGDELON We are all ears. 
MASCARILLE ‘Ah! I was lightsome and all unsuspecting: 
  But while I gazed on your charms so affecting 
  Your felonious eye stole my heart on the sly. 
  Stop thief! Stop thief! Stop thief! Stop thief! I cry!’ 
CATHOS Oh my goodness! That is surely the last word in the gallant mode. 
MASCARILLE Everything I write has a certain dash. There’s never anything pedantic in it. 
MAGDELON It’s a million miles from pedantry. 
MASCARILLE Did you note the beginning? ‘Ah!’ It’s extraordinary: ‘Ah!’ Like a man who is 
 suddenly struck by something: ‘Ah!’ The surprise of it: ‘Ah!’ 
MAGDELON Yes, I think that ‘Ah!’ is a master-stroke. 
MASCARILLE Yet there doesn’t seem much to it. 
CATHOS Gracious me! Whatever are you saying? Why, it’s exactly the sort of 
 thing to which it is impossible to attach too high a value. 
MAGDELON That’s undeniable. I would rather have written that ‘Ah!’ than a whole epic 
 poem. 
(scene ix).] 
 
Whilst Mascarille’s syllabic verse lines here are bolstered with uninventive repetition, and the 
rhymes are unimaginative, in exalting in the former, Molière’s cousins demonstrate the 
limitations of their interpretative abilities in relation to the textual sphere that they esteem. In 
her own literary imitation of this plot-strand, it is perhaps unsurprising that Behn preserves 
the interpretative limitations of her parvenue, Isabella, whilst dispensing with the literary 
foundations upon which Molière’s plot is constructed. Indeed, as I shall show, in The False 
Count, Behn adapts Molière’s revenge-driven plot into one of considerable complexity, partly 
through supplementing it with elements drawn from Montfleury’s L’École des jaloux, and 
                                            
20 As the conventions of French and English versification in this period are markedly different, the French is 
given here before the passage as it appears in Wood’s translation in the Coward edition. 
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partly by adjusting the nature of material interpretation in a way that holds implications for 
both of The False Count’s female protagonists, Julia and Isabella. 
Behn makes three distinct adjustments to Molière’s Magdelon and Cathos in relation 
to her composite character, Isabella, whilst preserving two key aspects of the cousins’ 
behaviour, thereby subverting the conventions of farce outlined by both Holland and Knight 
that were practised by a number of her contemporaries, including Thomas Otway.21 Like the 
cousins, Isabella is intent on the pursuit of social advancement, though Behn narrows her 
focus in this context to one distinctly better suited both to the English stage, and to a period 
of particularly intense Whig and Tory factionalism. Whereas Molière’s satirizing of 
préciosité necessarily extends to a contrast of the urban with the provincial, erudition with 
misguided judgment, and authenticity with stylization, Behn is considerably more specific, 
making Isabella’s focus rank, rather than the kind of literary worldliness that is typical of 
Magdelon and Cathos:  
 
FRANCISCO  [H]ave I not provided you a Husband whom you are to marry within a day or 
two? 
ISABELLA There’s a Husband indeed, pray keep him to your self, if you please; I’ll marry 
none of him, I’ll see him hang’d first. 
FRANCISCO Hay-day;—what, is he not young and hansom enough forsooth? 
ISABELLA Young and hansom; is there no more than that goes to the making up of a 
Husband?—Yes, there’s Quality. 
FRANCISCO Quality;—Why, is he not one of the richest Merchants of his standing in all 
Cadez? 
ISABELLA Merchant, a prety Character, a Woman of my Beauty, and 5. Thousand pound, 
marry a Merchant—a little, pety, dirty-heeld Merchant; faugh, I’d rather live a Maid 
all dayes of my life, or be sent to a Nunnery, and that’s Plague enough I’m sure. 
  […] 
FRANCISCO Merchant, why, What Husband do you expect[?] 
ISABELLA A Cavalier at least, if not a Nobleman.    
([I].2.242-60)   
 
‘Quality’ is used by Isabella as synonymous with social rank in a way that is underpinned by 
her interpretation of physical appearance, rather than by a prescriptive relationship with 
fiction: she objects to Antonio as a husband on the basis of a direct association between his 
appearance and his rank in contrast with the relative worth she places on her own beauty and 
dowry. In this sense Isabella echoes Molière’s cousins, though Behn’s Isabella is 
demonstrably more contemptuous: whereas Molière gives his audience only the reactions of 
                                            
21  Otway’s farce, The Cheats of Scapin (1677), for instance, like Montfleury and Molière, conforms 
considerably more closely to Holland’s criteria outlined above, especially in its conservatism. 
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the spurned lovers, Behn expands this considerably to include Isabella’s outright rejection of 
suitors based on their social rank.  
 It is consistent with this shift in emphasis that Antonio’s opening statement 
concerning Isabella’s treatment of him is notably missing the desire to reform her that is 
evident in La Grange’s motivation: ‘I am resolved to be reveng’d on all her Pride and Scorn’, 
Antonio asserts (I.1.99-100). In the context of what Canfield observes to be Isabella’s 
‘rhetoric of Stuart ideology’, this shift of aim from reform to punishment is on the one hand 
strikingly subversive, and on the other undercut by Behn’s depiction of ‘Isabella as a fool and 
Antonio as inherently noble’.22 Indeed, any sense of erudition is undermined by the fact that 
she is blind to the irony that her desired outcome is to be provided by her father, whom she 
refers to as ‘a Laborious, Ill-bred Tradesman’ (II.2.291-92). Behn further reaffirms the 
relationship between an inability to interpret appearance, the relative worth placed on 
physical beauty, and social aspiration, by transforming dialogue in Molière’s play into a 
stage-picture. Whereas Magdelon and Cathos are merely criticized by their father as overly 
concerned with their physical appearance, and for going ‘to such expense to grease [… their] 
faces’ (scene iv) before entertaining their suitors, Behn strengthens such associations by 
rendering textual and verbal materiality into a clearly staged physical event:  
 
Enter ISABELLA looking in a Glass, and setting her Face[.] 
 
ISABELLA  Ah, Heavens, those Eyes,—that Look;—that pretty Lear,—that my Father 
shou’d be so Doting an old Fool, to think these Beauties fit for a little Merchandize,—
a Marchioness wou’d so much better become me. (Looks again)  
([III].2.13-16)  
 
In The False Count, the audience sees for itself how Isabella’s self-obsessions work; in 
Molière’s rendering, all they have is dialogue, amusing as that is. In this sense, Behn 
conflates the translatory categories set forth by Dryden in retaining the sense of Molière’s 
scene, but altering wholly its mode of expression: Behn amplifies Molière’s sense within the 
category of Dryden’s ‘paraphrase’, though she forsakes Molière’s words, supplementing and 
reinforcing the sense through physicality in a way that is distinctly more imitative. 
 In explicitly equating beauty with an assumed entitlement to social privilege, Behn 
subtly adjusts the concerns of Molière’s cousins, and in so doing, also produces implications 
for the physical nature of The False Count’s later scenes. As in Les Précieuses ridicules, 
appearance is, as Derek Hughes suggests, ‘illusory’, but in Behn’s farce the consequences for 
                                            
22 Canfield, Tricksters and Estates, p. 181. 
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investing in its power are far more wide-reaching than in either of her sources. Instead, in 
Behn’s play, a willingness to believe what is seen and heard – as well as what is unseen and 
unheard – acts as a catalyst for a shift – either of social rank, or in the realization of desire.  
Like Magdelon and Cathos, Isabella does not possess the ability to read physical behaviours 
despite her investment in them:  
 
MASCARILLE Give me your hand a moment and feel that one [wound], there, just on the 
back of my head. Got it? 
MAGDELON Yes, I can feel something. 
MASCARILLE That was done by a bullet from a musket during my last campaign. 
JODELET (bearing his chest)  This is another thrust that went clean through me and out the  
other side at the attack on Gravelines. 
MASCARILLE (reaching for the top button of his breeches) I’ll show you a stupendous wound 
– 
MAGDELON (hastily) That won’t be necessary. We don’t need to see to believe. 
MASCARILLE They’re badges of honour. They show what sort of stuff a man is made of. 
CATHOS We don’t doubt for a moment what you are.  
(scene xi) 
 
The fact that the cousins are explicit about their willingness to believe without visual 
evidence serves to heighten the satire, given their earlier valorization of the aesthetics of 
courtship. As in other late seventeenth-century English reworkings of this scene, the physical 
comedy serves to further expose both the cousins’ willingness to be seduced by pretension, 
and their inability to recognize it.23   
 In appropriating the physical dimension of Molière’s stage action from this scene, 
however, Behn’s parallel scene adds a further impetus to her characters’ mis-reading of 
Guiliom:  
 
FRANCISCO I am so frighted with this relation, that I must up to my Wifes Chamber for a 
little of that st[r]ong Cordial that recover’d her this morning.—  
([Francisco] Going out Guiliom stays him) 
GUILIOM Why, I’ll tell you, Sir, what an odd sort of a wound I received in a duel the 
other day,—nay, Ladies, I’ll show it you; in a very odd place—in my back parts. 
(Goes to untuck his breeches, the Ladies squeak) 
ISABELLA Ah! 
PAGE  Show a wound behind, Sir, the Ladies will think you are a Coward. 
                                            
23 The parallel scene in Richard Flecknoe’s unperformed play The Damoiselles a la Mode (London: [n. pub.], 
1667) modifies Molière’s scene with the addition of Lysette, the eponymous damoiselles’ waiting woman, who 
observes the absence of the pretend noblemen’s battle wounds, whilst the damoiselles, Mary and Anne, marvel 
at the seriousness of their injuries. The presence of Lysette in this scene therefore serves to draw attention to the 
sisters’ delusions. See Act III scene 4, esp. pp. 63-65. Flecknoe acknowledges his debt to ‘several Excellent 
Pieces of Moliere’ in his preface, adding that ‘[t]he main plot of the Damoiselles [is taken] out of his 
Pretieusee’s Ridiculee’s’ (sig. A3r).  
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GUILIOM Peace Child, peace, the Ladies understand Dueling as little as my self; [Aside 
to Page]—but, since you are so tender-hearted, Ladies, I’ll not show my wound; but 
faith, it spoil’d my dancing.24  
([III].2.209-19) 
 
Whilst in a general sense Behn is following Molière in her physical comedy here, it is 
important to note that she shifts and broadens its target as the plots of her two source-texts 
converge. Unlike those of the pretend noblemen in Molière’s scene, Guiliom’s actions are not 
performed exclusively to satirise female delusion. Rather, in this scene, Behn follows closely 
Molière’s physical comedy, but gives her chimney sweep another motivation in a way that 
forsakes Molière’s sense: Guiliom offers to perform his rude gesture primarily in order to 
prevent Francisco from discovering that his wife is at that moment being unfaithful to him 
with Carlos, the governor of Cadiz. Behn’s stage-action, therefore, in one sense becomes a 
briefly embodied, theatrical metaphrase, connecting to the romantic networks within the play, 
as well as serving as part of the characterization of both Isabella and Guiliom; it is much 
more, though, than a simple imitation of Molière. At both a textual and physical level, indeed, 
it is her mode of imitation – or the departures that she makes from her source – that is key in 
Behn’s exploration of interpretative limitations. While Behn’s Isabella is less explicit than 
Molière’s Magdelon that experience is not required to establish authenticity, despite her 
misreading of Guiliom’s doubly imitative comportment in this scene – as both a soldier and a 
nobleman – she is no longer the main object of ridicule. Instead, the ‘Leather-seller’ turned 
‘Gentleman’, Francisco, is, as Canfield notes, the ‘satiric butt’ (V.1.371-72).25  
 Behn undercuts her own satire, however. In her detailed reading of The False Count 
against the backdrop of the Popish Plot and the resulting Exclusion Crisis, Ros Ballaster 
provides a useful reminder of the context of Francisco’s jealousy: ‘[h]is fears are not of 
course baseless – his wife is seeking opportunities to meet with her lover’. 26 Ballaster’s 
interesting reading suggests that in her treatment of Francisco, ‘Behn appears to be 
highlighting the ways in which the “fiction” of the Popish Plot mobilized ignorant religious 
prejudices around Catholicism’. She elaborates:  
 
                                            
24 Janet Todd’s edition indicates that Guiliom’s final remarks here should be spoken aside, which is a departure 
from her copy-text. Since a good deal of the comedy in this scene is derived from Guiliom’s punning allusions 
to his background as a chimney sweep rather than as ‘Don Guilelmo Roderigo de Chimeny-swiperio’ 
([III].2.170-71), though, the introduction of an aside seems unnecessary. 
25 Canfield, Tricksters and Estates, p. 182. 
26 Ros Ballaster, ‘Fiction Feigning Femininity: False Counts and Pageant Kings in Aphra Behn’s Popish Plot 
Writings’, in Aphra Behn Studies, ed. by Janet Todd (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 50-65 
(p. 61); emphasis original. 
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We might extend the analogical reading of Behn’s play to the argument that it neatly 
demonstrates the ways in which what she, as a Tory and Catholic sympathizer, took to 
be a transparent sham could be passed off on an unsuspecting public because of the 
ideological management of shared cultural prejudices (about female sexual licence 
and Catholic conspiracy) which averted attention from those who served to profit 
most from the disclosure, male Parliamentarians. 
 
Persuasive as Ballaster’s analysis is in its historical emphasis, the particular part that gives to 
the sometimes vicious and often stupid Francisco cannot convince: Behn’s Francisco cannot 
convincingly be seen as a positive figure for identification; the stability of interpretation that 
such an identification would produce would indeed deny the play’s tricksy refusal of stable 
solutions. 
In order to more fully show how Behn reworks her French sources, this discussion 
will now turn to the particular matter of how she vastly expands from her sources the role and 
authority of material texts such as letters and legal documents in The False Count. In Behn’s 
farce, the epistolary is not only the catalyst for resolution, as it is in her source; it is also a 
locus of political and religious negotiation. For Behn, the material text, both in its epistolary 
and in its legalized incarnations, plays a significant role in securing a promised permanence 
in re-categorized social and marital roles, as Behn takes such transformations further than in 
either of her source plays.  
A clear example of how material texts – texts such as letters and legal documents –
perform a different role in Behn’s source-texts than in The False Count can be found in 
L’École des jaloux. In Montfleury’s play, Santillane is explicit that multiple invitations, sent 
from the Governor of Cadiz urging attendance at his marriage to Santillane’s sister-in-law, 
have brought him to the city (I.3). Behn retains the plot-device of a wedding invitation, 
though adds to it a further impetus: the fact that Francisco’s ‘Daughter Isabella is to be 
married’, too ([I].2.52). Through having Santillane summoned by letter and subsequently 
duped into believing that he has been kidnapped and that his wife is to join his kidnapper’s 
sérail, then, Montfleury uses the material text to precipitate danger. When Gusman, disguised 
at the Grand Turk, then receives a letter from the Governor, Dom Carlos, insisting that 
Santillane and Léonor are released, a letter is a source of naked threat: 
 
ALPHONSE Seigneur, je suis chargé de mettre entre vos mains 
   Cet écrit de Carlos 
GUSMAN    Apprenons ses desseins. 
   Vous avez pris sur mer, par un coup téméraire, 
   Ma belle-soeur et mon beau-frère. 
   Dans un de mes vaisseaux qui s’éloignait du bord, 
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   Pour être contents l’un et l’autre, 
   Un vaisseau pris sur vous est encore dans ce port, 
   Renvoyez-moi le mien, si vous voulez le vôtre. 
       Carlos. 
SANTILLANE (à part) Le brave homme! 
GUSMAN    Il est fier, ce petit Gouverneur. 
   Quoi! c’est-là son beau-frère, et là sa belle-soeur! 
   Ma foi, si ce Carlos ressemble à ce visage, 
   Soit dit sans l’offenser, c’est un sot personnage. 
ALPHONSE Seigneur, quelle réponse? 
GUSMAN    Attendez, malappri, 
   Pour ravoir le butin que sur nous on a pris, 
   Délégué trop fâcheux, il faut donc lâcher prise? 
ALPHONSE Oui. 
GUSMAN Passer pour ce fat; méchante merchandise 
   Se garde toujours trop. Mais quant à sa moitié, 
   Qui va faire du Turc un objet de pitié, 
   Quant à cet oeil fripon qui jusqu’au fond de l’âme, 
   À grands coups de glaçons a reliance ma flame, 
   Je voudrais la garder pour la sultaniser. 
LEONOR Hors mon époux, pour moi, tout est a mépriser. 
   Plus vous auriez d’amour, plus vous verriez ma haine. 
GUSMAN Oui? 
LEONOR  Oui. 
GUSMAN   De détaler qu’on prenne donc la peine. 
   Fabrice, faites-les partir et promptement; 
   Je vais dans mon sérail m’ébaudir un moment. 
(III.7; pp. 79-80) 
 
[ALPHONSE Sir, I am charged to place in your hands this writing from Carlos. 
GUSMAN Let’s learn his purpose. ‘Recklessly, you have taken at sea   
  my sister- and brother-in-law, in one of my vessels that moved away 
  from its side; so as to please both, a vessel taken from you is still  
  in the port; return mine to me if you want yours. Carlos’. 
SANTILLANE  (aside) What a brave man! 
GUSMAN This little governor is haughty. What! This is his brother-in-law and 
  that’s his sister-in-law! My God; if this Carlos has a face like this, it 
  might be said without offence that he’s a dolt. 
ALPHONSE Sir, what reply? 
GUSMAN Wait, you ignoramus. To regain the spoils that have been taken from 
  us, you really annoying delegate, it’s necessary to release what we’ve 
  taken? 
ALPHONSE Yes. 
GUSMAN Pass for this fop. Disagreeable merchandise always protects itself too 
  much. But as for his other half, that’s going to make the Turk into an 
  object of pity, as for this flirtatious eye, which right to the bottom of 
  my soul has returned icicles for my flame, I want to keep her to make 
  her a Sultana. 
LÉONOR Except for my husband, for me, everyone is despised. The more love 
  you have, the more you will see my hatred. 
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GUSMAN Yes? 
LÉONOR Yes. 
GUSMAN It’s in rushing off that one is punished, then. Fabrice, let them go,  
  immediately; I’m going into my seraglio to enjoy myself for a  
  moment.] 
 
In a related scene re-worked from L’École des jaloux, Behn’s disguises not the servant 
Guzman, but the Governor Carlos, as the Grand Turk, and has him presented by his servant 
with a letter. In appropriating the exchange Behn also trims it, removing the passing insults, 
and produces, textually, a greater emphasis than in Montfleury on negotiation, collaboration, 
and textual and social authority. Through having the disguised-as-Turk Carlos in effect 
receive a letter from himself, she also provides, circumstantially, an implication that Carlos 
serves as both hero and antihero: 
 
Enter GUZMAN, as himself, gives CARLOS Letters 
 
GUZMAN Don Carlos, Governour of Cadez greets your Highness. 
CARLOS (reads)  High and Mighty, 
For seven Christian Slaves, taken lately by a Gally of yours, we offer you twice the 
Number of Mahometans taken from you by us,—if this suffice not,—propose your 
Ransoms, and they shall be paid by  
      Don Carlos Governour of Cadez. 
—Know you this Carlos offers so fair for you? 
FRANCISCO Most Potent Lord, I do, and wonder at the Complement,—and yet I am not 
jealous—I have so over act’d the Complesant Husband, that I shall never fall into the 
other Extreme again. 
CARLOS Go, let the Christian Governour understand his Request is granted. 
(V.1.246-57) 
 
In light of Behn’s source, this scene becomes one of considerable complexity. The written 
word, in Behn’s reworking, is responsive rather than reactive, collaborative rather than 
autocratic. Indeed, in removing Montfleury’s explicit reference to the troublesome value of 
merchandise, Behn bolsters what Eva Simmons refers to as the ‘heavily ironic’ claim in the 
play’s prologue, that Behn had ‘at last been “converted” to the Whig cause’.27 In part, this 
responsive compromise, verging on the deferent, is achieved through the absence of temporal 
reference in Behn’s letter, which in Montfleury continues the established tradition of 
threatening immediacy, though the letter as a site of political and religious collaboration is 
wholly Behn’s addition. Whilst in Montfleury’s exchange, the material text is authoritative in 
both its tone and its results, Behn’s is no less so; the fact that Behn’s letter functions in a 
                                            
27 Eva Simmons, ‘“Virtue Intire”: Aphra Behn’s Contribution, in her Comedies, to the Marriage Debates of the 
Seventeenth Century’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of London, Royal Holloway and Bedford New 
College, 1990), p. 214. 
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mediatory capacity is heightened in the remorse that it elicits immediately from Francisco, a 
response absent at this point in Montfleury’s Santillane. 
Behn’s treatment of Carlos as both the author of the letter, and its disguised recipient 
also complicates the subversion of roles that she introduces in The False Count. Whereas in 
L’École des jaloux, the role of the Grand Turk is played by Gusman, servant to Dom Carlos, 
whilst Dom Carlos, concealed, observes the intrigue, Behn’s Spanish governor himself adopts 
the role of the Grand Turk, and is therefore central in the execution of the kidnap plot. In a 
rare and relatively extensive reading of this play, Dolors Altaba-Artal recognizes the inherent 
complexities within this shifting power structure. Mis-identifying the play’s source as the 
Spanish novel discussed in the introduction to this thesis, and, therefore, the play’s composite 
nature, however, leads Altaba-Artal to miss what is, in Behn’s re-working, a more 
collectively devised scheme than either Montfleury or Molière presents individually: 
‘[s]omehow, the social content is different in the two texts’, Altaba-Artal suggests.28 As in 
L’École des jaloux, Carlos’s servant, Guzman, is in Behn’s play the chief architect of the plot 
to kidnap the jealous husband. He also, as shown above, plays a minor role in its resolution 
by delivering to Carlos/the Grand Turk the text that secures the release of Francisco and his 
family. In Montfleury’s play, however, the Turkish kidnap plot is designed with a benevolent, 
singular goal in relation to Santillane, that of remedy; to be ‘un remède à son mal’ (I.8), and 
to cure him (‘Pour guérir son esprit de sa jalousie humeur’, II.2). In Behn’s play, by contrast, 
Guzman’s aim is more elaborate and wide-reaching. As Behn has him explain explicitly, 
Guzman seeks to engineer a scenario in which he might ‘make old Francisco a Cuckold, 
accommodate my Lord and Julia, serve you [Antonio], Sir,—and give our selves a good 
Scene of mirth’ (III.1.24-26). Behn departs from her source-text for this element of the plot, 
and also introduces in The False Count a pre-contracted relationship between the Spanish 
governor Carlos and the wife of the jealous, older husband. Through these adjustments, the 
altruistic impetus of the Montfleury scheme becomes instead one in which frustrated desire 
can be realized, a shift in motivation that is highlighted by Carlos’s doubling as both 
signatory and addressee of the letter above.29 In this re-making, the material text on the stage 
                                            
28 Aphra Behn’s English Feminism: Wit and Satire (Selinsgrove, PA: Susquehanna University Press, 1999), p. 
110. Following Ernst G. Matthews, Altaba-Artal traces the play to Castillo Solórzano’s El celoso hasta la 
muerte (1631), though acknowledges that neither a French nor an English translation of this Spanish novel 
appeared in Behn’s lifetime. This misidentification produces a number of unresolved tensions in the argument, 
the most fundamental of which connects to the ‘novelistic’ aspects of Behn’s drama that Altaba-Artal identifies 
and promotes alongside the play’s metadramatic achievements (pp. 112-13).  
29 A relationship between Dom Carlos and Santillane’s wife, Léonor, is referenced briefly in L’École des jaloux 
as Dom Carlos’s ‘premier amour’ (I.VIII). In Montfleury’s play, Dom Carlos is betrothed to Léonor’s (unnamed) 
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in Behn’s play becomes a site on which the roles of lover, husband, captor, oppressor, 
negotiator, and liberator converge, simultaneously undercutting and affirming social rank and 
desirability. In this way, Behn demonstrates that translation and creation are far from being 
the binary opposites that her contemporaries were to intimate to her five years later in their 
commendatory verses. As this scene fluctuates between paraphrase and free imitation in a 
manner, it renders Behn’s Spanish governor a considerably more troubling figure – and her 
merchant considerably more ludicrous – than either is in her main source for this plot. 
Behn’s alternation between what Dryden calls paraphrase in sections of dialogue 
pertaining to social rank and female sexual desirability, and the much looser imitation in its 
use of the epistolary, preserves key interrogative aspects of L’École des jaloux in her own 
parallel scene. As she performs this transformation, she also distributes the lines of 
Montfleury’s Grand Turk (Gusman) between Carlos, explicitly in the role of the Great Turk, 
and Guzman, his aide. The nature of this distribution reveals both the extent to which The 
False Count is a play of opposing realities and (ex)changeability, and Carlos’s doubly-
deceptive role in the cheat. In Montfleury’s Act II scene 5, Santillane is introduced to 
Gusman, in the guise of the Grand Turk; having established Santillane’s social status, 
Gusman proceeds to question him about his wife’s sexual desirability, whilst Carlos watches 
in amusement. The full scene is quoted here in part to show how closely Behn follows her 
source in the aspects that she paraphrases, so as to make the nature of her departures from it 
as she moves to imitation all the more apparent:  
 
GUSMAN Voilà par Mahomet un bon original ; 
   Où diable a-t-on péché cette sotte figure? 
   Quel es-tu? 
SANTILLANE   Je ne sçais. 
GUSMAN          Tu ne sçais? 
SANTILLANE          Je vous jure 
   Que la peur a si fort troublé tous mes esprits, 
   Que je ne pense pas bien sçavoir qui je suis. 
GUSMAN Mais tu sçais bien ton nom? 
SANTILLANE     Je le crois. 
GUSMAN           On te nomme? 
SANTILLANE Santillane. 
GUSMAN          Fort bien. Ton métier? 
SANTILLANE      Gentilhomme. 
GUSMAN, après avoir ri quelque temps  Combien en ton pays gagne-t-on bien par jour 
   À faire ce métier? 
                                                                                                                                       
sister, and the relationship is not pursued other than as the motivation for Dom Carlos to ensure Léonor’s 
happiness with her husband by attempting to cure him of his jealousy.  
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SANTILLANE, à part   Le lourdaud! 
GUSMAN      Es-tu sourd? 
SANTILLANE Cinq ou six merles blancs. 
GUSMAN     Comment, en ma présence 
   Vous faites le railleur? Pour en tirer vengeance, 
   Biradam fourk dermak galera gourdini. 
SANTILLANE, à FABRICE Que vous dit-il? 
FABRICE     Il veut que vous soyez puni. 
SANTILLANE Encor, que vous dit-il? Qu’il paroît en colère! 
FABRICE Il dit que promptement on vous mène en galère, 
   À grands coups de gourdin. 
SANTILLANE, se mettant à genoux  Je l’entendois fort bien. 
   Ah! Monsieur le Grand-Turc, que l’on m’en fasse rien; 
   Et dessus quelque point que l’on me questionne, 
   Je suis prêt à répondre. 
GUSMAN    Hé bien! je lui pardonne. 
   N’es-tu point marié? 
SANTILLANE    Je l’étois encor hier. 
   Je ne sçais si vos gens peuvent démarier; 
   Mais depuis qu’il m’ont pris, par un malheur étrange, 
   Il me semble toujours que le front me démange; 
   Je me trouve tout autre à present, et je crois 
   Que je suis devenu plus grand de deux grands doigts. 
GUSMAN Ta femme est prise aussi? 
FABRICE     Seigneur, elle est gardée 
   Dans un grand pavillon au bout de cette allée. 
GUSMAN Qu’on la fasse venir. 
SANTILLANE    Ah! je tremble de peur. 
GUSMAN Est-elle belle? 
SANTILLANE   Non.  (bas.) J’enrage de bon cœur. 
GUSMAN Jeune? 
SANTILLANE  Non. 
GUSMAN   Vielle? 
SANTILLANE    Non. 
GUSMAN     C’est-à-dire capable 
   De donner de l’amour. 
SANTILLANE, bas   Que je suis miserable! 
GUSMAN Réponds donc. 
SANTILLANE   À peu près. 
GUSMAN     Nous en dirons deux mots; 
   À ce que je prévois. 
DOM CARLOS, dans une entrée Le plaisant fou! 
DOM LOPE, dans l’entrée        Carlos! 
   Vous découvrirez tout, si l’on vous entend rire. 
GUSMAN A-t-elle de l’esprit? 
SANTILLANE    Je ne sçaurais qu’en dire, 
   Je ne m’y connais pas. 
GUSMAN    Nous aurons le plaisir, 
   Puisque nous l’allons voir, d’en juger à loisir. 
SANTILLANE Elle n’est que payable, elle vient. 
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(II.v) 
 
[GUSMAN See, by Mohammed, a fine original; where the devil did they catch this 
   foolish figure? What are you? 
SANTILLANE I don’t know 
GUSMAN You don’t know? 
SANTILLANE I promise you, fear has so strongly troubled my spirits that I can’t  
   think that I really know who I am. 
GUSMAN But you know your own name well? 
SANTILLANE I believe so. 
GUSMAN You are called? 
SANTILLANE Santillane. 
GUSMAN Very good. Your work? 
SANTILLANE Gentleman. 
GUSMAN (after having laughed for some time) How much does one make a day 
   in your country through that work? 
SANTILLANE (aside) The lout. 
GUSMAN Are you deaf? 
SANTILLANE Five or six whitebirds. 
GUSMAN What! You’re making  jokes in my presence? To extract vengeance 
   from that, Biradam sourk dermak galera gourdini. 
SANTILLANE  (to Fabrice) What did he say to you? 
FABRICE He wants you to be punished. 
SANTILLANE Again, tell me what he’s saying. Oh, how angry he seems! 
FABRICE He says you’re to be taken immediately to the galley, with great cudgel 
   blows. 
SANTILLANE (kneeling) I understood him very well. Ah, Sir Grand Turk! Don’t let 
   anyone do anything to me. I am ready to answer every question  
   immediately. 
GUSMAN All right. I pardon him. Aren’t you married? 
SANTILLANE I still was yesterday. I don’t know if you people can divorce; but since 
   I was taken, by some strange luck, I always feel as if my forehead is 
   itching. I feel quite different now, and I think I’ve become taller by 
   two large fingers. 
GUSMAN Your wife was taken also? 
FABRICE Sir, she is being guarded in the big pavilion at the end of this alley. 
GUSMAN Have her brought here. 
SANTILLANE Ah! I tremble with fear. 
GUSMAN Is she beautiful? 
SANTILLANE No. (quietly) I’m really fuming. 
GUSMAN Young? 
SANTILLANE No. 
GUSMAN Old? 
SANTILLANE No. 
GUSMAN That’s to say, capable of giving love? 
SANTILLANE (quietly) I am so miserable! 
GUSMAN Come on, answer. 
SANTILLANE A little. 
GUSMAN We will say two words about it; to what I predicted. 
DOM CARLOS (in a doorway) What absurd madness! 
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DOM LOPE (in the doorway) Carlos! You’ll reveal everything if you’re heard  
   laughing. 
GUSMAN Does she have spirit? 
SANTILLANE I wouldn’t know what to say, I don’t know about that sort of thing. 
GUSMAN We’re going to have fun, when we see her and judge of that at leisure. 
SANTILLANE She’s only satisfactory; she’s coming.] 
 
Aphra Behn’s re-working of this scene introduces a key tension: Behn delineates questions of 
social rank and issues pertaining to female sexual desirability by narrowing the servant 
Guzman’s focus to the question of social status, and the lover Carlos’s concern to that of 
Julia’s sexual appeal. This serves, in turn, to draw attention to the plot’s doubleness: in 
Behn’s re-working of the plot, Carlos pretends to assume the role of ignorant enquirer, having 
only two scenes earlier withdrawn from the stage with Julia to consummate their pre-contract. 
That complication is of course absent from the Montfleury, where Dom Carlos’s motive is 
solely to teach Santillane not to be jealous of his wife, and the role of the Grand Turk 
interrogator is played by Gusman, whilst Carlos stands aside, amused by what takes place.  
 In Behn’s redesign of the plot, as a consequence, Francisco’s position is also 
complicated by the fact that, in the eyes of the audience, he simultaneously occupies the roles 
of both fearful and threatened husband, and cuckolded husband: 
 
GUZMAN Fellow, what art? 
FRANCISCO A’t please your worship, I cannot tell. 
GUZMAN How, not tell? 
FRANCISCO An’t please your Lordship, my Fears have so transform’d me, I cannot tell 
whether I’m anything or nothing. 
GUZMAN Thy Name, Dull mortal, know’st thou not that? 
FRANCISCO Am’t please your Grace, now I remember me, methinks I doe. 
GUZMAN Dog, how art thou Call’d? 
FRANCISCO An’t like your Excellence, men Call’d me Seignior Don Francisco but now 
they will call me Coxcomb. 
GUZMAN Of what Trade? 
FRANCISCO An’t please your Highness, a Gentleman. 
GUZMAN How much dost thou get a day by that Trade?—Hah! 
FRANCISCO An’t like your Majesty, our Gentlemen never get but twice in all their Lives; 
that is, when Fathers dy, they get good Estates; and when they Marry, they get rich Wives; 
but I know what your Mightyness wou’d get by going into my Country and asking the 
Question. 
GUZMAN What, Fool? 
FRANCISCO A good Cudgelling, an’t please your Illustriousness. 
([IV].2.90-108) 
 
In limiting Guzman’s interrogation of Francisco to the realm of social rank, the play’s duality 
is apparent: Francisco is required to explain himself to a servant, echoing his daughter’s 
60 
 
inability to interpret correctly displays of (feigned) social rank; he is, though, considerably 
more politically aware than his French counterpart, prefiguring what is to happen in Behn’s 
re-working of the use of letters in the play. The difference from the French original is also 
shown in the fact that Francisco’s brief angry retort to his questioning is not that of Santillane, 
who seeks to mock his interrogator in his reference to ‘whitebirds’; instead, Behn’s jealous 
husband’s reflections on where gentlemen’s wealth comes from connects to the play’s 
broader social criticisms and its exposure of the transactional dimensions of marriage and 
death.  
 As she had done in re-working the characterization of male lovers from her (English) 
source texts before both the revealing of the Popish Plot and the Exclusion Crisis with The 
Rover, Behn re-distributes the lines of a single male speaker from her source, using this 
separation to frame the sexual and marital interests of such speakers:30 
 
GUZMAN The Emperor asks if thou art Married, Fellow. 
FRANCISCO Hah — Married — I was an’t like your Monsterousness, but, I doubt, your 
people have spoyl'd my Property. 
GUZMAN His Wife, with other Ladies, in a Pavillion in the Garden, attend your Royall 
pleasure. 
CARLOS Go, fetch her hither presently. —                  (Exit GUZMAN. 
1 TURK  This is no common honour, that the Great Turk deigns to speak your 
Language; ’tis a sign you’ll rise.  
FRANCISCO Yes, by the height of a pair of Horns.  
CARLOS Is she hansom? 
FRANCISCO Oh, what an Ague shakes my heart, — hansom, alas, no, dread Sir; what 
shou'd such a deform'd Poulcat as I do with a hansom Wife? 
CARLOS Is she young? 
FRANCISCO Young, — what shou'd such an old doting Coxcomb as I do with a young-
Wife[?] — Pox on him for a Heathen Whoremaster. (Aside) 
CARLOS Old is she then? 
FRANCISCO Ay, very old, an't please your Gloriousness.  
CARLOS Is she not Capable of Love? 
FRANCISCO Hum, — so so, — like fire conceald in a Tinder-box, — I shall run Mad.  
(Aside)31 
CARLOS Is she witty?  
FRANCISCO I'm no Competent Judge, an't like your Holyness, — this Catechism was 
certainly of the Devil's own making. (Aside)    ([IV].2.118-41) 
                                            
30 See both Chapter 2 and Elaine Hobby, ‘“No stolen object, but her own”: Aphra Behn’s Rover and Thomas 
Killigrew’s Thomaso’, Women’s Writing, 6 (1999), 113-27. 
31 The position of this (Aside) by Behn’s editor in The Works of Aphra Behn means that it is textually ambiguous 
as to whether Francisco’s final phrase, ‘I shall run Mad’, is the only part of this reply uttered as an aside, or 
whether the phrase immediately preceding it, ‘like fire conceald in a Tinder-box’, should also be read as an 
aside. The context of Francisco’s jealousy, his reticence in answering the Grand Turk’s questions about Julia 
more generally, and the lack of an acknowledgement regarding Julia’s implied voraciousness suggest that the 
latter is more likely. 
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Whilst for the most part following the pattern of questioning from her source, with the 
exception of the enquiry in relation to Julia’s wit, Behn adds to her dialogue Francisco’s 
conceptualization of his wife in consistently material terms: as ‘Property’ and as a ‘Tinder-
box’. Behn also departs from her source in relation to Julia’s age. Whereas Santillane admits 
that his wife is not old, Francisco tries to make his wife less desirable by ageing her in his 
response to the Grand Turk. In Behn’s source, however, Gusman’s questions are not asked on 
the basis of experience: as has been discussed above, Léonor is faithful to her husband in a 
way that is in keeping with the play’s conservative, farcical genre. In Behn’s reworking, 
though, Carlos’s questions, which relate explicitly to Julia’s sexual desirability, have already 
been rendered superfluous as, just two scenes earlier, aided by the distraction provided by 
Guiliom, he had already consummated their verbal pre-contract.  
 Textually, then, Behn rejects the centralized authority of Gusman/the Grand Turk 
from her source in distributing his lines between Carlos and Guzman in The False Count; 
circumstantially, though, Julia’s sexual relationship with Carlos serves to heighten what 
Steven Henderson refers to as ‘the sheer extravagance of the victim’s delusion’ inherent in 
‘the deception-farce’.32 In re-distributing Montfleury’s Grand Turk’s questions to the city 
gentleman between a servant (especially for class-specific questioning), and a nobleman (for 
marital and sexual enquiry), Behn demonstrates that this play is not one of straightforward 
oppositions between Tories and Whigs, masters and servants. Instead, Behn maintains, 
through the triangulatory dynamic within which a gentleman can be interrogated both by his 
social inferior (a servant) and his social superior (a nobleman), a cautionary approach to 
social hierarchy. She transforms Montfleury’s scene, in which a gentleman can be 
straightforwardly humiliated by a servant disguised as royalty because of his jealousy and 
misguided judgment, into a scene that extends further to imply that even those of higher birth 
than their victims are capable of coded self-interest.  
 Behn therefore demonstrates, in her appropriation, the tensions inherent in farce that 
Nahum Tate was to try to explicate – with contradictory results – four years later in his 
preface to A Duke and No Duke. Tate suggests that when writers appropriate texts for farce to 
be performed on the English stage, ‘reducing them nearer to Nature and Probability, than they 
                                            
32 Steven Henderson, ‘Aphra Behn’s Negotiation with Farce in The Emperor of the Moon’, in Aphra Behn 
(1640-1689): Identity, Alterity, Ambiguity, ed. by Mary Ann O’Donnell, Bernard Dhuicq, and Guyonne Leduc 
(Paris: L’Harmattan, 2000), pp. 59-66 (p. 61). 
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were in the Original’ is necessary.33 Seemingly conversely, Tate also posits that ‘Tragedy, 
Comedy, and Pastoral it self, subsist upon Nature: So that whoever has a Genius to Copy Her, 
is assur’d of success, and all the World affords him Subject: Whereas the Business of Farce is 
to exceed Nature and Probability’ ([A1r]). Farce is for Tate, then, materially complicated and 
contradictory in a way that echoes the posthumous attack on Behn’s authorial practices 
discussed at this Part’s opening. Tate’s implication, when considered specifically in light of 
dramatists’ treatment of their source materials for farce, though, can be readily synthesized: 
foreign (French) farce is too fantastical for an English audience to respond to favourably. It 
therefore requires that the appropriating author render the action closer to ‘Nature and 
Probability’, whilst ensuring that the action exceeds what is likely or expected. Considered in 
this light, The False Count’s final flourish, in terms of Behn’s textual addition to her source, 
is particularly intriguing and problematic. 
While both of Behn’s main source texts for The False Count may be usefully 
considered in terms of the conservatism associated with their genre, and the tensions between 
what is, in Tate’s construction, likely and unlikely, Derek Hughes draws attention to a key 
difference between the plot of Les Précieuses ridicules and that of The False Count: ‘One of 
the plots [in The False Count] is the humiliation of Isabella by her rejected suitor, Antonio, 
who at Carlos’s suggestion employs the chimney sweep Guiliom (Leigh) to impersonate and 
court her’; in Molière, ‘the joke stops short of marriage’, though in ‘Behn, it does not’.34 The 
implication in Hughes’s observation is that whereas Behn’s Isabella is punished for her social 
pretensions through an unwitting marriage to a chimney sweep, Molière’s short farce does 
not pursue the issue of transformation beyond the temporary, and Magdelon and Cathos are 
spared the humiliation of marriage to two servants. Instead, Molière’s pretend noblemen are 
stripped of their masters’ finery and beaten by them as La Grange and Du Croisy discover 
and resent their servants’ successful courtship and duping of the cousins: 
 
LA GRANGE: By God, you villains! You’ll not make fools of us, I promise you. Right men, 
in here. (Enter three or four hired ruffians.) 
MAGDELON:  What effrontery is this? How dare you come here and disturb us like this in 
our own house! 
DU CROISY: What? Ladies, are we supposed to stand by while our servants get a warmer 
welcome than we did, pay you their addresses at our expense and arrange dances for 
you? 
MAGDELON: Your servants! 
                                            
33 N[ahum] Tate, ‘Preface’ to A Duke and No Duke (London: Henry Bonwicke, 1685) [A1v]. Subsequent 
references are to this edition and are given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. 
34 Hughes, Theatre, p. 134. 
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LA GRANGE: Yes, our servants. And it’s neither decent nor honest to turn their heads as 
you’re doing. 
MAGDELON: Great heavens! The impertinence of it! 
LA GRANGE: But they shan’t have the advantage of using our clothes to blind you with their 
elegance. If you still want to fall in love with them, it’ll have to be for their natural 
good looks. Come, strip them and be quick about it. (scene xv) 
 
Molière’s valets do not succeed in sustaining their brief performance of an elevated social 
status. As James F. Gaines observes, this is both ‘because the girls demonstrate a high degree 
of ineptitude and because their false noble suitors steal the show’.35 In many ways, though, 
Gaines’s observation is also true of Behn’s Isabella/Guiliom reworking, though Guiliom is 
rewarded with £10,000 at the play’s end. In convincing the misguided cousins too completely 
of their nobility, on the other hand, Mascarille and Jodelet earn the contempt of their masters. 
While the cousins and the audience are chastised for their pretensions, the short farce 
concludes with each character’s social and marital status remaining sicut erat in principio. As 
indicated above, this level of conservatism also characterizes Montfleury’s L’École des 
jaloux: Gusman returns to his position as Dom Carlos’s servant after assuming the role of the 
Grand Turk to whom Santillane must surrender his wife; Léonor and Santillane remain 
married; and Dom Carlos remains betrothed to Léonor’s (unnamed) sister.  
 Eva Simmons suggests that the punishment that she sees as intrinsic in The False 
Count’s marriage of Isabella and Guiliom is mitigated by Guiliom’s magnetism: ‘The 
chimney-sweep Guiliom […] possesses considerable rhetorical abilities, charm, intelligence, 
imagination, and a sense of humour; he is described as “honest, witty and handsome”. 
Isabella's “punishment” in finding herself married to one of such low rank is therefore a 
lesser scourge than it seems’.36 While Simmons is correct that Behn characterizes Guiliom in 
ways that set him apart from Mascarille and Jodelet, he is a more interesting and significant 
character than she argues. Behn’s Guiliom is also mischievous and mercenary. Assuring his 
employers of his suitability for the task of executing a ‘dire Revenge’ (I.1.101) on Isabella for 
her rejection of Antonio on the grounds that she considers him a ‘base Mechanick, Sawcy 
Fellow; and wonders where I got the Impudence to speak of Love to her’ (I.1.98-99), Guiliom 
is careful to outline his virtues:  
 
GUILIOM I have a pretty memory for mischief. 
ANTONIO Hast thou Assurance and Courage? 
GUILIOM To kill the honestest man in Spain, if I be well paid.  (II.1.107-09) 
                                            
35 James F. Gaines, Social Structures in Moliere’s Theatre, p. 198. 
36 Eva Simmons, ‘“Virtue Intire”’, pp. 213-14. 
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Not agreeing at all with Simmons’s reading of the chimney sweep, Canfield argues that 
‘Guiliom’s primary function is to humble Isabella’; certainly this is the job that he is 
interviewed – and deemed suitable – for by Carlos and Antonio.37 He is also, however, 
designed to demonstrate the precariousness and interpretative associations of social rank, 
whereas only the latter is explored in Molière’s Mascarille and Jodelet. As Elaine Hobby 
suggests, Guiliom ‘passes for a member of the aristocracy perfectly, not least because of his 
rude and ridiculous display of superiority’, though he is certainly aided by the delusions and 
class pretensions of those whom he is supposed to be fooling.38 Through his physical and 
verbal artistry, Hobby suggests, ‘Behn shows Guiliom to be fully committed to his own goals, 
carefully arranging, at the play's climax, that nothing can proceed until he has a written 
contract detailing the dowry that will come to him with his wife’ Isabella.39  
 Guiliom is indeed invested in obtaining material, legal documentation of his marriage 
to Isabella, but, as is characteristic of Behn’s reworking of her French sources, and as she had 
already shown in relation to Lady Fancy in 1678 (discussed in the chapter that follows), legal 
writings in and of themselves are of limited usefulness to those who are not in already secure 
positions of social or financial power. Having requested that ‘Antonio, get the Writings ready’ 
(V.1.177), and ‘have ’em sign’d by a publick Notary’ (V.1.187), Guiliom further limits the 
possibility of being challenged on the legitimacy of his marriage:  ‘I may Consummate, d’ye 
see, — Consummate — a little like a Lord, to make the marriage sure’ (V.1.200-02). In a 
play much interested in the uses of written text, as I have shown, Guiliom is rewarded for his 
cunning recognition of the instability and permeability of the legalized text. At the same time, 
in the context of The False Count’s concern with the meanings of sexual desire, the chimney 
sweep achieves his ends in part through his having managed to manipulate Isabella into 
consummating their marriage. This resolution, along with the conclusion of the Don Carlos-
Julia-Francisco plot in what Canfield calls ‘one of Behn’s fantasy divorces, as Carlos, upon 
the authority of their precontract, seizes his “own” and Francisco, cured of his jealousy, 
willingly relinquishes’ Julia, simultaneously gives permanence to the chimney sweep’s entry 
to higher social status, and dissolves a marriage to replace it with a union desired by the 
protagonists. 40  Whereas the latter resolution, in removing Julia from her nouveau riche 
                                            
37 Canfield, Tricksters and Estates, p. 183. 
38 Elaine Hobby, ‘“As Melancholy as a Sick Parrot”: Depressed(?) Women at the Beginning of the Long 
Eighteenth Century’, Studies in the Literary Imagination, 44 (2011), 23-40 (p. 36). 
39 Hobby, ‘“As Melancholy as a Sick Parrot”’, p. 36. 
40 Canfield, Tricksters and Estates, p. 181. 
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husband, could be considered in Canfield’s terms as the means by which ‘a middle-class male 
who has married above his class is put back in his place by the superior aristocrat’, a closer 
engagement with the play and its mischievous yet purposeful reworking of its French sources 
suggests a more troubling (or delightful) conclusion: given that Guiliom can dissemble so 
well, Isabella achieves what she has wanted all along, which is to pass as a noblewoman (and 
who is to know?); Guiliom, at the same time, gets his money and security, and also a bride 
who, having ‘Consummated a little’ (V.1.224) in a play that places much importance on 
sexual desire, might yet become quite content with her bargain. 
John Dryden’s categorisation of modes of ‘all translation’ set out in the preface to 
Ovid’s Epistles implies, to some extent, a singularity of composition, even in the translatory 
practices in which he acknowledges some degree of departure from the source, paraphrase 
and imitation. Behn undercuts this in The False Count, in part, through its composite nature, 
which until now has not received any sustained analysis. In The False Count, then, as the 
extracts from both Molière and Montfleury demonstrate, Aphra Behn complicatedly blends 
all three of Dryden’s categories: moments of metaphrase, or ‘turning an author word by word, 
and line by line, from one language into another’ are disrupted in their apparent simplicity as 
Behn puts Montfleury’s words into the mouths of characters of higher social status than in 
her source text, thereby reshaping their interpretative contexts; Behn has moments of what 
might be termed ‘theatrical paraphrase’, in which aspects of Molière’s sense are ‘amplified’, 
but most strikingly through physicality rather than through either verbal or textual resonances; 
Dryden’s concept of ‘imitation’, however, might broadly be most applicable to Behn’s mode 
of translation and composition, in her ‘taking only some general hints from the original, [… 
and running] division on the ground-work, as [s]he pleases’.41 Such a catch-all term for 
departures, though, as well as running ‘division’, runs the risk of obscuring just how closely 
Behn appears to have worked with her source texts; ‘imitation’, whilst usefully broad as a 
conceptual starting point when considering Behn’s modes of appropriation, is not always 
where Aphra Behn’s departures from her source texts are most apparent, therefore, as will be 
further explored in the chapter that follows.  
 
                                            
41 John Dryden, ‘Preface to Ovid’s Epistles’, in The Poems of John Dryden, ed. by Paul Hammond and David 
Hopkins, 5 vols (London: Routledge, 1995-2005), I (1995), pp. 376-91 (pp. 384-85). 
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‘[T]hat walking Library’: Textuality, (Mis-)Interpretation and the Lady of 
Letters in Sir Patient Fancy 
 
 
In Sir Patient Fancy, Aphra Behn creates a world of profound interdependence. Rather than 
being made up of a customary main plot and sub-plot, Sir Patient Fancy triangulates, with at 
least one connecting character between each strand of its complex plot. The first, for which 
Behn owned her borrowing in the preface to the 1678 quarto, is for the most part taken from 
Molière’s Le Malade imaginaire, and exhibits both the verbal parallels and ‘resemblances […] 
of method, action, character, [and] dramatic situation’ outlined by John Wilcox.1 Behn adds 
to the plot of the fantastical hypochondriac, Sir Patient (Argan), and his young second wife, 
Lady Fancy (Béline), a man with whom the latter has ‘long been Lovers’, Wittmore 
(V.1.709). Behn continues the essence of Molière’s plot into her second strand, in which Sir 
Patient’s daughter Isabella (Angélique) contrives to marry the man she loves, Lodwick 
(Cléante), in spite of her father’s preferred choice, Wittmore, disguised as Fainlove (Thomas 
Diafoirus).2 In the third plot-strand, by contrast, Behn eschews Le Malade imaginaire and 
instead draws extensively on the main plot of James Shirley’s The Constant Maid; or, Love 
will finde out the Way.3 Behn here presents the learned widow, Lady Knowell (Mrs Belamie), 
whose daughter, Lucretia (Mrs Frances), has found her own love-match in Leander Fancy 
(Hartwell), nephew of Sir Patient. Following Shirley, Behn also complicates this love match 
with the addition of the foolish knight, Sir Credulous (Shirley’s Startup). The learned widow 
commends the fool to her daughter’s affections, whilst testing the fidelity of the young 
woman’s established love-interest by offering herself – along with her fortune – to the latter 
in marriage. In arguing for the relevance of The Constant Maid to Sir Patient Fancy, I am 
coming to conclusions rather different from Wilcox’s rightly cautious resistance to finding a 
                                            
1 John Wilcox, The Relation of Molière to Restoration Comedy (New York: Columbia University Press, 1938), p. 
20. 
2 I am here departing from John Wilcox’s assertion that Behn’s Sir Credulous Easy is a re-working of Molière’s 
dull suitor, Thomas Diafoirus. In part, this is because Sir Patient does not intend a match between his daughter, 
Isabella, and Sir Credulous, as Wilcox erroneously suggests, and because a more plausible source for Sir 
Credulous is discussed below. See Wilcox, Relation, p. 147. Sir Credulous is intended by Lady Knowell as a 
match for her daughter, Lucretia (I.1.38-41). Behn’s editor, Janet Todd, also asserts the relationship between the 
characters of Thomas Diafoirus and Sir Credulous Easy (VI; p. 3). 
3 The play was first printed in 1640, but was revived by George Jolly at the Hatton-Garden Nursery in 1667 and 
printed in the same year. See The London Stage, 1660-1700, ed. by William Van Lennep, intro. by Emmett L. 
Avery and Arthur H. Scouten (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1965), p. 17, p. 38, pp. 93-94. 
See also Leslie Hotson, The Commonwealth and Restoration Stage (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 
1928), p. 188. Hotson mentions this play as part of a discussion of the financial and managerial imperatives of 
the Nursery’s proprietor, George Jolly. 
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specific source for Sir Credulous. He argues that ‘the type has appeared so many times in 
English plays and with so many slight variations that no specific source for the stock figure is 
plausible’.4 As the analysis that follows will instance, though, in suggesting a connection 
between Shirley’s Startup and Behn’s Sir Credulous I am drawing on evidence not just from 
character type, but also noting verbal parallels, and connections in dramatic situation within a 
wider plot, all of which confirm this identification. 
Although they have not noted the connections between Sir Patient Fancy and 
Shirley’s play, Behn’s editors and critics have usefully commented upon some aspects of how 
Behn’s Lady Knowell differs from Molière’s female protagonists in Les Femme savantes, 
first performed in Paris on 11 March 1672. Molière’s play presents the affected middle-aged 
sisters-in-law, Bélise and Philaminte, both of whom are engaged in a kind of poetic salon. In 
her reading of Lady Knowell, Judy Hayden compares her to Philaminte, noting that while 
‘Molière presents his learned ladies in Les Femmes savantes through extravagant ridicule, 
Behn does not’.5 Making no mention of Bélise in her framing and interrogation of Lady 
Knowell, Hayden uses the differences between Lady Knowell and Philaminte to demonstrate 
that, by comparison, the former ‘is a woman of reason’.6 Derek Hughes, meanwhile, looks to 
the other sister-in-law, arguing that Lady Knowell’s ‘chief counterpart in Les Femmes 
savantes, Bélise, is ageing, foolish, and vain, convinced that her niece’s lover is really in love 
with her, whereas Lady Knowell merely feigns affection for her daughter’s suitor in order to 
test his worthiness’.7 Both of these assessments are true in part. It should be noted, also, that 
unlike Behn’s Lady Knowell, these savantes are painted by Molière as emotionally and 
intellectually ill-equipped to deal sensitively with the amorous intrigues of either themselves 
or the younger generation. Furthermore, the differences between Lady Knowell and the 
French characters are in other ways, though, striking. For instance, in adding her niece’s love 
interest, Clitandre, to her own ‘list of admirers’ despite his protestations, aunt Bélise exhibits 
not only literary pretensions more generally, but also powerful and specific self-flattery.8 
There is no such aspect to Behn’s learned lady. In the Molière, Philaminte’s transgressions 
are similarly silly: she admonishes her kitchen-maid and dismisses her for ‘coming out with 
                                            
4 Wilcox, Relation, p. 148.  
5 Judy Hayden, ‘Of Privileges and Masculine Parts: The Learned Lady in Aphra Behn’s Sir Patient Fancy’, 
Papers on Language and Literature, 42 (2006), 317-31 (p. 320). 
6 Hayden, ‘Of Privileges and Masculine Parts’, p. 327. 
7 Derek Hughes, The Theatre of Aphra Behn (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 103. 
8 Molière, Those Learned Ladies [Les Femmes savantes], in The Misanthrope and Other Plays, trans. by John 
Wood, ed. by David Coward (London: Penguin, 2000), pp. 253-311 (I.iv). Subsequent references to this play are 
given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. 
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her barbaric assortment of grammatical errors, [and] mangled words only occasionally strung 
together to make sense’ (II.vii). None of these details of characterization figure in Behn’s 
play; crucially, Philaminte’s imprudence and lack of intuition in ‘making [… her unwilling 
daughter] take an interest’ (III.iv; p. 291) in the foolish and precocious Trissotin, with whom 
she is herself enamoured, demonstrates that she bears little resemblance to Behn’s Lady 
Knowell, beyond an interest in what the latter refers to as ‘the delight of Books’ (I.1.83). The 
absence of either verbal resonances or parallels in plot makes both Bélise and Philaminte 
unlikely sources for Behn’s Lady Knowell, beyond a cerebral influence that stretches 
Dryden’s explication of imitation and is instead closer to an impressionistic resonance.  
 Before moving to a more detailed exploration of Behn’s play’s relationship with its 
sources, another general matter should be noted, which is the play’s interest in texts. This is 
extremely extensive, and not just in the obvious senses that Lady Knowell is fascinated by 
books, and Sir Patient is long-deluded by the prescriptions of his doctors. Indeed, as Derek 
Hughes observes, ‘the play is full of acts of writing’. 9 As the following analysis makes clear, 
the characters’ relationships with written documents, and the interpretative powers that those 
texts often require, is particularly striking in two of the play’s three main plot strands. From 
the point of view of Lady Fancy and her lover Wittmore, in particular, all manner of 
satisfactory resolutions are achieved through the reading and writing (on stage) of the Lady’s 
husband, Sir Patient. 
Modelled on Molière’s cantankerous hypochondriac, Argan, Sir Patient Fancy’s 
relationship with material texts is considerably more prescriptive than that in the French 
source, though it is similarly complex. Behn’s alterations to her source, Le Malade 
imaginaire, preserve what Derek Hughes calls the ‘temporary, local, and contingent’ systems 
of calculating ‘the [state of the] body and the places it inhabits’ in Sir Patient Fancy, though 
they render the text as a site of interpretation rather than interrogation.10 Both Argan and Sir 
Patient use a numerical system of measurement to assess their physical wellbeing, for 
instance, but only Argan attempts to partially negotiate the authority of the written word: 
 
ARGAN  Now, where are we? This month I’ve taken one, two, three, four, five, six, 
seven, eight different types of medicine and had one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, 
eight, nine, ten, eleven, twelve enemas; whereas last month I took twelve medicines 
                                            
9 Hughes, Theatre, p. 104. 
10 Hughes, Theatre, p. 101.  
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and had twenty enemas. No wonder I’ve not been feeling so good this month as I did 
last.11 
 
Although the logics of Argan’s systems of interpretation are overridden by his hypochondria, 
he has already negotiated the systems of measurement prescribed in his text. For Argan, then, 
the text is a site of arbitration and interrogation as well as a locus of interpretation: 
 
ARGAN  (He refers to a paper) ‘The twenty-fourth. A minor insinuative and emollient enema 
to soften, moisten and refresh Monsieur’s bowels’. What I like about Monsieur 
Fleurant, my apothocary, is that his bills are always so tactfully phrased. ‘To soften, 
moisten and refresh Monsieur’s bowels. One and a half francs’. But, Monsieur 
Fleurant, tact isn’t everything. You mustn’t fleece us invalids. One and a half francs 
for an enema? I’m your obedient servant, but we’ve had words about this before. You 
charged me one franc last time, and when an apothecary says one franc, he really 
means a half franc.          (p. 351) 
 
Argan is willing to follow one system of numerical measurement (the relation between the 
number of remedies administered to him and the state of his body) prescribed by the material 
text as definitive, and representative of a physical truth. When it comes to another text, 
though – his physician’s bill – he sees it as open to compromise and argument as he seeks to 
assess the treatment’s financial worth. In Behn’s reworking of this scene, by contrast, the text 
becomes instead a stable site that cannot be negotiated by Sir Patient: 
 
Enter SIR PATIENT in a Night-gown, reading a Bill 
 
SIR PATIENT Hum, – Twelve Purges for this present January, — as I take it, good Mr. 
Doctor, I took but Ten in all December,— by this Rule I am sicker this Month than I 
was the last, — and good Master Apothecary methinks your Prices are somewhat to[o] 
high, at this rate no body wou’d be sick. — Here Roger, see it paid however.  
(II.1.76-80) 
 
While the logics of Sir Patient’s system of enumeration are more consistently quantitative 
than his dramatic counterpart’s, Behn implicitly endows her eponymous hypochondriac with 
interrogative limits when it comes to textual materialism. For Sir Patient, the text becomes a 
foundation not for negotiation, but for submission. As the action of the play proceeds, we are 
shown repeatedly that when Sir Patient is confronted with manipulated texts, he is ill-
equipped to interrogate them. 
                                            
11 Molière, The Hypochondriac [Le Malade imaginaire], in Five Plays, trans. by Richard Wilbur and Alan 
Drury (London: Methuen, 1981), pp. 347-431 (pp. 352-53). Subsequent references are to this edition, and are 
given in parentheses following the quotation. 
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For instance, in a substantial departure from her main French source for Sir Patient’s 
plot, Behn reaffirms his lack of interrogative capacities through the addition of a striking 
stage picture. In adding to Sir Patient Fancy from Le Malade imaginaire an extra-marital 
love-interest for Sir Patient’s wife, Lady Fancy, Behn creates a further impetus for 
demonstrating the limitations of Sir Patient’s interpretative capacities. Impatient not to be 
taken from the city to the country by her husband, and therefore lose the opportunity to 
rendezvous with her lover privately, Lady Fancy takes part in a scheme contrived by her 
maidservant to convince Sir Patient that he is ‘wonderous sick o’th’ suddain’, and cannot 
therefore travel (II.1.479-80). The extent to which the trick relies on Sir Patient’s willingness 
to embrace visual and experiential misdirection is foregrounded by his ready conviction that 
he is afflicted with a ‘mighty growth’ on the sole basis of the rhetoric of his wife (and, later, 
her lover, II.1.484): ‘Ah ’tis true, though I perceive it not’ (II.1.495). 
 
Enter ROGER with a Magnifying Glass, shews him the Glass; he looks in it 
 
ROGER  I’le warrant I’le show his Face as big as a Bushel   (Aside 
SIR PATIENT Oh, oh, — I’me a dead man, have me to bed, I die away, undress me instantly, 
send for my Physicians, I’me Poyson’d, my Bowels burn, I have within an Ætna; My 
Brains run round, Nature within me reels.  (They carry him out in a Chair 
(II.1.504-08) 
 
The stage direction that follows this action – ‘Scene draws off and discovers’ – makes it clear 
that this stage picture is mounted on the forestage, allowing the audience in the pit and lower 
galleries to share the joke most fully, their view of Sir Patient being the distorted view 
through the magnifying glass that he interprets as his reflection.12 
 Through this stage picture Behn also presents oblique echoes of the popular, 
anonymous treatise Proteus Redivivus and, by association, Thomas Durfey’s A Fond 
Husband. Robert D. Hume has indeed asserted such a relationship, suggesting that as a 
‘tremendous success […] in the spring of 1677’, D’Urfey’s play ‘bred vigorous imitation’.13 
In attempting to convince Durfey’s bumbling knight, Sir Bubble, of his wife, Emillia’s 
                                            
12 Sue Crowson interprets Sir Patient’s misinterpretation here as gullibility: he believes his wife’s ‘dissembling 
rather than his own eyes’. The stage direction is explicit, though, that Sir Patient is presented with a magnifying 
glass, which in turn serves to heighten the questions over Sir Patient’s inability to interrogate the visually 
interpretative. See ‘Mother, Stepmother, and the Mother Tongue: Women beyond the Grotesque in Aphra 
Behn’s Sir Patient Fancy’, in Aphra Behn (1640-1689): Identity, Alterity, Ambiguity, ed. by Mary Ann 
O’Donnell, Bernard Dhuicq, and Guyonne Leduc (Paris: L’Harmattan, 2000), pp. 183-89 (p. 186). 
13 Robert D. Hume, The Development of English Drama in the Late Seventeenth Century (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1976), p. 328. Hume views both plays as part of ‘[t]he sex comedy boom of the 1670s’, and observes that, 
unlike The Country Wife, which in Hume’s view uses sex as ‘an instrument by which the conflict of man’s 
natural desires with society’s conventions is illustrated’, both Sir Patient Fancy and The Fond Husband ‘use sex’ 
as a ‘titillative subject’ (p. 144). 
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adulterous relationship with Rashley, Ranger, the jealous rival for her affections, suggests 
that no-one ‘knows the art of wheedling better’ than his wife.14 In the Epistle Dedicatory to 
Proteus Redivivus; or, The Art of Wheedling, the author describes the limitations of self-
knowledge and understanding:  
 
We cannot by our selves come to a perfect knowledge of our Selves; for if, as in a 
Mirrour, the Soul attempts the beholding of her self in that Self-reflection, Self-love 
corrupts and poisons all the judgments she makes thereof […]. The Philautist or self-
admirer being rais'd by the indulgent hand of Fortune, to the top of Natures 
preheminence; as a petty God, directs his imagination far beyond the levell of 
Humility, and thinks his worst of actions best, but at last is lost in his own foolish Self-
contemplation; and indeed every man commonly looks upon himself through a 
Magnifying Glass, so that he cannot behold his true proportion. In short, as all our 
Inclinations and Habits please and honour us, so all our Passions seem rational to us; 
that we may therefore apprehend their imperfections, it is requisite we saw them in 
another, that being a Glass which flatters not, le Miroir qui ne flatte Point.15 
 
In staging the metaphor, Behn extends the joke: while the author’s stated ambition in The Art 
of Wheedling was ‘to discover how knavishly some Wheedle for advantage, and to teach men 
to be wary of hypocritical undermining Insinuations’ (sig. A8r), Sir Patient is shown not only 
to be incapable of interrogating a written text, but also ill-equipped to perceive correctly ‘his 
own foolish Self-contemplation’.  
 Sir Patient Fancy’s assertion that ‘I’le read a man as well as the best, I have studied it’ 
is used by Behn to ironize his obsessive and disruptive self-contemplation (II.1.123-24). 
Whereas Argan, his counterpart in Le Malade imaginaire, is demonstrably better equipped 
than Sir Patient to interrogate and negotiate the written word, both characters are unable to 
interpret troubling verbal and behavioural cues. Convinced of his impending death, for 
instance, Argan promises his wife, Béline, ‘I’m going to give you twenty thousand francs in 
gold I have behind a secret panel next to my bed, and two bills payable to the bearer’ (p. 369). 
Béline oscillates comically between playing the part of a concerned and dutiful wife, and 
revealing the contempt she has for her husband: ‘No, no, I’ll have none of it’, she replies, 
before immediately requesting confirmation of the value of her inheritance: ‘How much did 
                                            
14 Thomas Durfey, A Fond Husband; or, The Plotting Sisters, ed. by Heidi Hutner with Tony Jarrells, in The 
Broadview Anthology of Restoration and Early Eighteenth-Century Drama, ed. by J. Douglas Canfield 
(Ormskirk: Broadview, 2002), pp. 1642-88 (I.1.197). 
15 [Richard Head?], Proteus Redivivus; or, The Art of Wheedling or Insinuation (London: W. D., 1675), sigs 
A6v-7r. Subsequent references are given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. The title-page of 
the 1675 edition gestures towards the (anticipated) popularity of the treatise: ‘to be sold at the Sign of the Ship 
in St. Mary Axe, and by most Booksellers’. The title-pages of both the 1679 edition and the 1684 edition bear 
this out by echoing the first edition: ‘Printed by W. D. and are to be sold by most Booksellers, 1679’; ‘Printed 
for W. D. and are to be sold by [the] Booksellers of London and Westminster, 1684’. Thomas Passinger also 
brought out an edition in 1684. 
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you say was behind the secret panel?’ (p. 369). The scene then repeats these conflicting 
sentiments almost immediately – ‘Do not talk to me of riches, I pray you. How much are 
those two bills worth?’ (p. 369) – though Molière formalizes this immaterial exchange 
through the presence of a notary, who legitimizes the immaterial with a material text: ‘Shall 
we proceed with this will?’ (p. 369).  
 Behn’s rendering of this scene in Sir Patient Fancy oscillates similarly. It is closer to 
Dryden’s definition of paraphrase than imitation, in the sense that it preserves both the 
gullibility of the hypochondriac, and the mercenary attitudes of his wife. It is striking that it 
departs significantly from Molière, however, in its treatment of the material text: 
 
SIR PATIENT I will no longer hide from thee the provision I have made for thee, in case I 
die.—  
LADY FANCY This is the Musick that I long’d to hear. [Aside] —Die! Oh that fatal word will 
kill me—(Weeps) name it no more if you’d preserve my life.— 
SIR PATIENT […] no but do not weep for me my excellent Lady — for I have made a pretty 
competent Estate for thee, Eight thousand Pounds, which I have conceal’d in my 
Study behind the Wainscot on the left hand as you come in. 
LADY FANCY Oh tell me not of transitory wealth, for I’me resolv’d not to survive thee, Eight 
thousand Pounds say you? — Oh I cannot indure the thoughts on’t (Weeps 
SIR PATIENT Eight thousand Pounds just, my dearest Lady. 
LADY FANCY Oh you’l make me desperate in naming it, — is it in Gold or Silver? 
SIR PATIENT In God my Dearest the most-part, the rest in Silver. 
LADY FANCY Good Heavens! why shou’d you take such pleasure in afflicting me. (Weeps) 
—Behind the Wainscot say you? 
SIR PATIENT Behind the Wainscot  
[…]  
LADY FANCY lead me to the Study and shew me where ’tis, — for I am able to hear not 
more of it.        ([IV].2.69-96]) 
 
Behn removes from this exchange the aspect of authority associated with material artifact, the 
Will, whilst preserving Béline’s duality in Lady Fancy. Lady Fancy’s interrogation of Sir 
Patient, like Béline’s of Argan, elicits repetitive clarification from the deceived husband, 
though Behn privileges the observational over the material as a means of achieving financial 
security. Unlike its parallel scene, however, Behn’s exchange takes place in the context of Sir 
Patient having just unknowingly intercepted an unsigned letter from his wife to her lover. In 
that immediate context, the material text in Behn’s scene is shown to be a site of deception 
with an unpredictable outcome.  
 The letter from Lady Fancy to her lover that Sir Patient intercepts requires some 
further discussion. Catherine Gallagher argues of Behn’s prose fiction that she ‘seems 
fascinated with not only the appearance of the anonymous hand but also the gap between the 
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physical act of writing and the immaterial result’, and this fascination is one that Behn had 
experimented with in Sir Patient Fancy, though with both material and immaterial results.16 
Having been the victim of an elaborate bed-trick, in which her step-daughter’s love-interest 
was discovered in her bedchamber by Sir Patient and Isabella, Lady Fancy’s admonishing 
letter to her lover, Wittmore, whom she was expecting in her chamber, reveals that she 
believes herself to be fully and purposely betrayed. Discovered in the act of writing by her 
husband at the point that ‘’tis too late to hide the Paper, — I was just going to subscribe my 
name’, Lady Fancy offers to read the contents aloud to her husband rather than give him the 
material text to interpret with his own eyes ([IV].2.18-19): 
 
LADY FANCY (Reads) It was but yesterday you swore you lov’d me, and I poor easy fool 
believed, but your last nights Infidelity has undeceived my heart, and rendred you the 
falsest Man that ever Woman sighd for. Tell me, how durst you, when I had prepared 
all things for our enjoyment, be so great a Devil to deceive my languishing 
expectations? And in your room send one that has undone — 
Your—    ([IV].2.27-31) 
 
The letter is unstable in the sense that it lacks specificity – it has neither an addressee nor a 
signature, and is therefore doubly anonymous – and is more interpretatively open than it 
would be were it simply anonymously authored. At the same time, it is stable in the sense that 
the words are not altered in their delivery by Lady Fancy. Indeed, the letter is a site of 
peculiar doublings that collectively serve to displace mistrust of women with a mistrust in the 
written word itself. The lack of specificity in terms of both addressee and authorship means 
that the interpretative opportunities are hypertextual – they lie beyond the edges of the text. 
Those interpretative possibilities are predominantly dictated and manipulated by the 
immaterial sexual and familial networks within which the material is situated.17  
 The extent to which Behn’s interest lies in the inherent instability of a single material 
text is most apparent when it is considered in light of William Wycherley’s The Country Wife. 
In Wycherley’s 1675 play, the country-bred wife of Mr Pinchwife, Margery, is forced by her 
husband firstly to ‘sit down and write’ to the play’s rake Horner, in order to reject his sexual 
advances. In subsequent action she then twice, at her own initiative, communicates with 
                                            
16  Catherine Gallagher, ‘Oroonoko’s Blackness’, in Aphra Behn Studies, ed. by Janet Todd (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 235-58 (p. 236). 
17 I am using the term ‘hypertextual’ not in the sense that Michael Riffaterre employs it to mean a ‘reader-
generated loose web of free association’, as distinct from ‘intertextuality’, but in the context of its poetic lineage 
(‘hypermetrical’), that which is just outside of the circumscribed. See, Michael Riffaterre, ‘Intertextuality vs. 
Hypertextuality’, New Literary History, 25 (1994), 779-88 (p. 781). 
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Horner to instead encourage his sexual advances.18 On the second occasion of beginning a 
letter of her own to Horner, Margery Pinchwife is discovered by her husband before she can 
complete and sign her name to it. Whilst lacking evidence of what Wilcox refers to as 
‘indubitable borrowing’ from this scene on Behn’s part, Robert D. Hume observes that in Sir 
Patient Fancy, ‘Behn makes good use of Wycherley’s device of a love letter with a 
misattributed signature’. 19  At the point when Margery Pinchwife is discovered by her 
husband in the act of writing, Wycherley has not set up the material text as an inherently 
complicated site in terms of its singularity and possible (mis-)interpretations as Behn was to 
do; instead, the volatility of the (female-authored) anonymous text in The Country Wife is 
reflected in the punishment it provokes. Whereas Lady Fancy’s letter demonstrates double-
anonymity, Margery Pinchwife’s unsigned letter is explicitly addressed to ‘Dear, dear, dear 
Mr Horner’ (IV.4.17). It is this double-anonymity that Behn exploits, in order to transform 
this material text from a site of incrimination, in which Margery Pinchwife seeks to engineer 
further sexual encounters with her named love-interest, to one of recrimination, in which 
Lady Fancy rebukes her lover for what she believes is a betrayal of his own invention. 
Margery Pinchwife’s specificity in address, her profession of love for and attraction to the 
play’s rake, and Pinchwife’s jealousy, combine to render Wycherley’s letter a catalyst of 
spousal conflict, suspicion, and a precipitator of the threat of physical violence. A verbal, 
immaterial explanation is repeatedly demanded by Pinchwife, who commands his wife to 
‘Speak, unriddle’, and again to ‘speak’ on multiple occasions (V.1.12) in order to 
contextualize the letter’s content. In discovering his wife with a letter, by contrast, Behn’s Sir 
Patient, interpretatively ill-equipped as she has shown him to be, does not issue repeated 
demands for textual clarification. Indeed, in Sir Patient Fancy, the explication of the letter’s 
missing content transitions seamlessly into spousal flattery rather than conflict, and in return 
for her kind words, Lady Fancy is promised material, financial reward.  
Although Sir Patient demonstrates some awareness of textual conventions, or, what 
Susan Whyman refers to as ‘epistolary literacy’, Lady Fancy exploits both his lack of 
interrogative textual capacity and his inclination towards ‘foolish Self-contemplation’ in 
responding to Sir Patient’s only textual enquiry, ‘I think it is indeed a Love-letter, — my 
Lady Fancy what means all this? as I take it here are Riddles and Mysteries in this business’ 
                                            
18 William Wycherley, The Country Wife, in The Country Wife and Other Plays, ed. by Peter Dixon (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 1996; repr. 2008), pp. 191-282 (IV.2.64). Subsequent references are to this edition and 
are given in parentheses following the quotation.  
19 Wilcox, Relation, p. 20; Robert D. Hume, The Development of English Drama in the Late Seventeenth 
Century (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1976), p. 328. 
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([IV].2.34-36).20 Indeed, whilst both Lady Fancy and Margery Pinchwife to some extent rely 
on the ruse that they are transcribing another’s words (in Lady Fancy’s case those of her step-
daughter, Isabella), only Behn couches this act in terms that render her city wife subservient 
and obliging to her husband’s (self) interests, and in so doing guards Lady Fancy against 
interrogation: ‘pray let not Isabella hear of it, for as I wou’d preserve my duty to thee, by 
communicating all things to thee, so I would conserve my good opinion with her’ ([IV].2.65-
67). Lady Fancy’s immaterial rhetoric situates the material, textual expression of her desires 
within the explicit context of hyperbolic flattery of her husband. Thus, the radical re-
workings that Behn makes to both Molière’s scene and to Wycherley’s are three-fold. Firstly, 
unlike Wycherley, Behn does not require her heroine to retreat to a submersion of her own 
identity into that of the feigned-letter-writer in order to offer temporary legitimacy to her text, 
as Margery Pinchwife disguises herself as Alethea in order to prevent discovery. Instead, 
Behn employs the material text to attach value to both intuition and sound interpretative 
capacities. Secondly, Lady Fancy’s financial reward is bequeathed in the explicit context of 
her ability to respond to her husband’s enjoyment of her flattery, due to his distorted self-
perception, and his lack of rigorous textual examination.21 Finally, unlike Molière, Behn does 
not derive textual legitimacy from situating the text that secures her heroine’s fortune in 
notarized, legalized circumstances.  
Indeed, Behn implicitly questions the usefulness of judicial documents in the 
realization of women’s economic interests in a key departure from Le Malade imaginaire. At 
first, Behn follows closely the plot in which Molière’s Argan feigns his death in order to test 
the constancy and devotion of his wife. In Le Malade imaginaire, that plot is contrived by 
Argan’s servant, Toinette, in order to, Argan is led to think, prove wrong his brother, Béralde, 
who believes the young wife to be false. Behn, by contrast, has Sir Patient’s nephew, Leander, 
encourage him to feign death to see ‘if [… Lady Fancy] prove true’ (V.1.547). Upon being 
told of her husband’s death, Argan’s wife, Béline, is delighted at being freed from ‘the 
millstone from round [… her] neck’ (p. 424). After a brief lamentation not on her husband’s 
death, but instead on his ill-temper and devotion to medicine, Béline turns quickly to her 
‘plans’: 
                                            
20 Susan Whyman, The Pen and the People: English Letter Writers 1660-1800 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2009). It is a phrase that runs throughout Whyman’s study, broadly but usefully defined as relating to the level 
of expertise with which one might have knowledge of and the resulting capacity to follow the formulaic 
‘conventions and norms’ in the composition of a letter (p. 7). 
21 Derek Hughes suggests that through ‘such incidents’ as an unsigned letter, ‘Behn implies that language 
constantly needs to be supplemented by other systems of criteria and systems of knowledge’. See, Hughes, 
Theatre, p. 103. 
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BELINE  Come, you must help me, Toinette, to put my plans into action. You can rest 
assured if you play ball with me I’ll see you all right. By a happy chance no-one yet 
knows of this. Let’s get him into his bed and keep his death secret until I’ve finished 
what I’ve got to do. There are some papers and money I want to get my hands on. It’s 
only fair; I’ve given him the best years of my life; I ought to get something in return.  
(p. 424) 
 
Béline, ‘surprised and terrified’ by Argan’s immediate reappearance makes her final 
appearance in the play, followed immediately by  her exit (p. 424 SD).  
 Unlike her dramatic counterpart, Lady Fancy, Béline’s plot is left unresolved; it is 
unclear whether she succeeds in seizing the legal documents that secure her independent 
finances. By contrast, Lady Fancy’s lack of engagement with the formalized legal writings is 
the very basis for safeguarding her eight thousand pounds from Sir Patient’s retraction; 
having been observed by Sir Patient in the arms of Wittmore, and interrupted at the point of 
deciding to ‘bury the stinking Corps of my quondam Cuckold, dismiss his Daughters, and 
give [… Wittmore] quiet possession of all’, Sir Patient, as Derek Hughes notes, displays a 
rapid and ‘surprisingly cheerful acquiescence in the new arrangement’ (V.1.666-67).22 In 
permitting his wife to ‘depart in peace fair Lady, restoring my Money, my Plate, my Jewels 
and my Writings’ (V.1.700-01), Lady Fancy is able to negotiate the space between legal 
prescriptivism, intuition, and textual authority to respond, ‘You gave me no Money Sir, prove 
it if you can’ (V.1.702), after her servant, Maundy, had ‘sent away the Basket to Mr. 
Wittmores Lodgings’ (V.1.664) containing her procured fortune. Through focusing on both 
the material text, and the distinct adjustments Behn makes to the main source for her first 
plot-strand, then, it becomes clear that Behn’s play shows inter-dependent, competing, 
cautionary tensions relating to over-investment in textual authority and interpretative 
limitations in a way that complements both its composition and, as Behn’s reference to Bayes 
in her preface cites, those who sought to attack the nature of her borrowings. 
An exploration of relationship between intuition and text is not, either, one that Behn 
limits to her main plot. Instead it recurs in a less explicit guise in the use that she makes of 
James Shirley’s The Constant Maid for her third plot-strand. Indeed, Derek Hughes 
establishes a relationship between Lady Knowell and Lady Fancy in light of their treatments 
of literary and textual formulæ. Hughes suggests that the former’s ‘mistake is to exult in its 
specific expressiveness’, while the latter ‘exploits the ambiguity and transferability of the 
                                            
22 Hughes, Theatre, p. 105. 
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formulaic’, but, as above, not the prescriptive.23 Crucially, though, in light of the two main 
sources for Sir Patient Fancy, The Constant Maid and Le Malade imaginaire, the extent to 
which both characters depend on a material text to realize their separate desires is 
considerably more complex than Hughes implies. Indeed, in order to secure love-matches for 
both her son and her daughter, Lady Knowell eschews what Christopher J. Wheatley refers to 
as ‘the rhetorical sublime’ that he views as characteristic of her language more generally.24 
Promising her son Lodwick ‘I am resolv’d you shall marry Isabella too, I have a design in my 
head that cannot fail to give you the possession of her within this two or three hours’, Lady 
Knowell does not speak like a book as she does elsewhere in her rhetoric (IV.1.307-10). 
Instead, what Judy Hayden refers to as Lady Knowell’s ‘outrageous discourse’, is for the 
most part reserved for inconsequential verbal jostling; 25  it has no place when she is 
conspiring to secure her children’s love-matches and future happiness. This is further 
illustrated by her response when, spiritedly lauding Leander Fancy’s scholarly inclinations, 
she is confronted by her daughter and his sister attempting earnestly to convince her that, in 
fact, ‘he spells worse than a Country Farryer’(I.1.118), so as to reduce her supposed attraction 
to him. Lady Knowell knowingly observes aside: ‘This agreement to abuse him, I understand’ 
(I.1.124). It is in this sense that when Hayden suggests that Behn’s ‘Lady Knowell [is] at 
times as affected and at times exceedingly conceited’, she is correct.26 Behn is, however, also 
careful to establish a firm connection between Lady Knowell’s use of the vernacular and 
bringing her stratagem to fruition. 
Following both The Constant Maid and Le Malade imaginaire, Behn does not endow 
either of her pairs of young lovers with the security of a pre-contract, as she had done 
repeatedly across dramatic genres before 1678.27 Instead, in Sir Patient Fancy, the successful 
marriage between both pairs of young lovers, Leander Fancy and Lucretia Knowell, and 
Isabella Fancy and Lodwick Knowell, depends on the successful duping of Sir Patient by the 
learned Lady Knowell. 28  As already quoted, Derek Hughes observes correctly of Lady 
                                            
23 Hughes, Theatre, p. 104. 
24 Christopher J. Wheatley, ‘Thomas Durfey’s A Fond Husband, Sex Comedies of the Late 1670s and Early 
1680s, and the Comic Sublime’, Studies in Philology, 90 (1993), 371-90 (p. 380). 
25 Judy Hayden, ‘Of Privileges and Masculine Parts’, p. 326.   
26 Hayden, ‘Of Privileges’, p. 328. 
27 See, for instance, the tragicomedy The Forc’d Marriage (perf. 1670; pub. 1671) and The Rover (1677). Aphra 
Behn, The Forc’d Marriage; or, The Jealous Bridegroom, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 
vols (London: Pickering, 1992-1996), V (1996), pp. 1-81; Aphra Behn, The Rover; or, The Banish;t Cavaliers, 
in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 1992-1996), V (1996), pp. 445-521. 
28 Alison Findlay argues that Sir Patient’s ‘refusal to sanction the marriage between his nephew Leander and 
Lucretia’ is a ‘symptom of his refusal to engage with the city’. Findlay’s argument does not, however, account 
for the fact that Sir Patient is perfectly happy to sanction a match between his nephew Leander, and Lucretia’s 
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Knowell that ‘she never writes, even though the play is full of acts of writing’.29 Nor, though, 
does Behn’s learned Lady Knowell read, even though the play is also full of acts of reading. 
Indeed, Lady Knowell declines to ‘peruse’ what she believes to be a basket of books written 
in ‘English, and some [in] Law-French’ (IV.1.293, IV.1.295-96). In dismissing ‘that vile sort 
of reading’ as ‘a Heresy to Learning’, Behn does not allow the opportunity for Lady Knowell 
to misinterpret in the way that Sir Patient is shown to repeatedly (IV.1.297, IV.1.301). Rather, 
Behn preserves Lady Knowell as a locus for others’ (mis-)interpretation, as opposed to using 
her as an agent of (mis-)interpretation. 
Initially objected to by Sir Patient on the grounds that ‘she refused to marry [… his] 
nephew’, Lady Knowell also serves as a further manifestation of Sir Patient’s interpretative 
limitations and self-interest (II.1.158). As a consequence of her challenge to his desires, Lady 
Knowell is characterized by Sir Patient as an ‘intolerable Lady, Madam Romance, that 
walking Library of Profane Books’ (II.1.180-81); at the point that Lady Knowell affirms Sir 
Patient’s ill health in defiance of his nephew’s assurances of his wellness, however, she 
becomes in his eyes ‘a Lady of profound knowledge’ (V.1.224). Her status as the play’s 
learned woman is, then, contingent on the extent to which her ‘profound knowledge’ leaves 
unchallenged the distorted self-perception of Sir Patient. Lady Knowell’s plot is not 
fundamentally, however, one of bibliocentricism.   
Lady Knowell has been variously categorized by modern critics, who have to a large 
extent overlooked the ways in which Behn characterizes her as a woman of intuition and 
emotional sensitivity. Susan Staves, for instance, views Lady Knowell as a comic butt: ‘[t]he 
play satirizes Lady Knowell as a learned woman who preens herself on reading Greek, Latin, 
and Italian classics in the original languages, and as a sexually predatory woman who tries, 
unsuccessfully, to steal her daughter’s lover’.30 For Derek Hughes, Lady Knowell is similarly 
misguided: ‘[s]he lives in a world of pure text, blind to its power over the body, even when 
directly confronted with it’.31 If viewed, like The False Count’s Isabella, through the lens of 
Molière’s satirizing of preciosity, the ways in which Lady Knowell’s separate treatment of 
learning and the arrangement of love-matches is indeed obscured. If, however, she is more 
correctly considered in light of James Shirley’s widow, Mrs Belamie, with whom she shares 
                                                                                                                                       
mother, Lady Knowell. Indeed, Sir Patient asks his nephew ‘is there no Woman in the City fit for you but the 
Daughter of the most notorious fantastical Lady within the Walls?’ (V.1.91-92). See, Playing Spaces in Early 
Women’s Drama (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), p. 215. 
29 Hughes, Theatre, p. 104. 
30  Susan Staves, A Literary History of Women’s Writing in Britain, 1660-1789 (Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press, 2006), p. 74. 
31 Hughes, Theatre, p. 104. 
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both verbal parallels and a plot strand, Lady Knowell’s acute sensitivity and intuition emerge 
clearly. 
Behn makes clear very early in the play’s action that Lady Knowell is not really 
romantically attracted to her daughter’s love-interest and Sir Patient’s nephew, Leander, 
when, in a heated exchange with Sir Patient Fancy, Lady Knowell admonishes him: ‘Lodwick 
shall marry your Daughter; and yet I’le have none of your Nephew’ (II.1.417-18). In her 
source for this plot-strand, The Constant Maid, by contrast, Shirley both uses many more 
players in his intrigue, and leaves the possibility of the widow’s attraction to her daughter’s 
love-interest, Hartwell, decidedly more ambiguous. This ambiguity is a result of the fact that, 
in including a greater number of players in his intrigue, Shirley extends the deception to Mrs 
Belamie’s daughter, Frances. Shirley’s Belamie is a shrewd widow, socially conscious, keen 
to protect her autonomy and wealth, and admired by ‘courtiers, great ones, with large titles’.32 
She is not, though, inclined to scholarly pursuits, and must therefore rely on more socially 
conservative rhetoric to tempt – and so test – Hartwell into taking her, over her daughter, as 
his wife: 
  
MRS BELAMIE     Does the name  
   Of widow sound displeasing? I have learn’d 
   Already to obey; my years are not  
   So many with a thought to freeze your blood; 
   I wear no print of time, deep on my brow, 
   Nor have my hairs the innocence of age: 
   Gentlemen active, and of noble birth, 
   Think no dishonour to beseech my love, 
   And if they flatter not, commend my person: 
   Adde unto this my wealth, no narrow fortune: 
   And without competition, my daughter 
   Depending on my love, whose portion much 
   Flow from my bounty, or be nothing. (p. 10) 
 
Behn has Lady Knowell speak to her daughter’s love-interest in similar, though slightly 
broader, terms: her scholarly pursuits do not form any part of her attempt to appear an 
attractive marriage prospect. Indeed, Behn follows Shirley closely in emphasising three key 
aspects of Lady Knowell’s wealth and visage: both widows stress the fact that their daughters’ 
portion depends on their own inherited wealth, that their independent wealth may serve to 
                                            
32 James Shirley, The Constant Maid; or, Love will finde out the Way (London: Ja. Cotterel, for Samuel Speed, 
1667), p. 4. Subsequent references to this play are from this edition and are given in parentheses immediately 
following the quotation. 
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enhance their anyway youthful appearance, and that Lady Knowell and Mrs Belamie are the 
object of desire of ‘youthful’ and ‘noble’ men respectively: 
 
LADY KNOWELL   I can endure a man 
   As wild and as inconstant as she [Lucretia] can, 
   I have a Fortune too that can support that Humour, 
   That of Lucretia does depend on me, 
   And when I please is nothing; 
   I’me far from Age and Wrinkles, can be Courted 
   By Men as gay and youthful as a new Summer’s morn, 
   Beauteous as the first Blossoms of the Spring 
   Before the common Sun has kiss’d their sweets away, 
   If with salacious appetites I lov’d.  
    […] 
       but—  
   If there be inequality in years, 
   There is so too in Fortunes, that might add 
   A Lustre to my Eyes, Charms to my Person, 
   And make me fair as Venus, young as Hebe. (III.2.13-28) 
 
Judy Hayden is correct to refuse Edward Burns’s suggestion that 'Lady Knowell uses her 
intellectual attainments to seduce young men'; as Hayden says, 'this is certainly a misreading, 
for she clearly has as little intention in marrying her daughter to the fop knight as she does in 
marrying Leander, Sir Patient's nephew, herself'.33 But this is not the only reason that Burns's 
view is a misreading. Indeed, the parallels here between the unlearned Mrs Belamie and the 
learned Lady Knowell demonstrate precisely that Lady Knowell's 'intellectual attainments' do 
not inform the rhetoric of her seduction. In this sense, too, Christopher J. Wheatley's 
suggestion that ‘Lady Knowell and Sir Credulous, like Dryden’s Brainsick and Limberham, 
are satirized through the dramatic gap between their language and their achievements. They 
speak the language of elevation while failing to recognize that they cannot live up to their 
pretensions’ is complicated. 34  Again, Hayden offers a counter-reading, though she has 
already allowed Wheatley to set the terms of the argument: ‘Behn does not deride the learned 
lady; rather, she mocks men's pretentiousness and offers her audience an opportunity to 
consider the concept of knowledge unrestricted by gender’.35 In light of Behn's departures 
from The Constant Maid in the testing of the future son-in-law's fidelity, however, a third 
interpretation is available. 
                                            
33 Hayden, ‘Of Privileges and Masculine Parts', p. 321. 
34 Christopher J. Wheatley, ‘Thomas Durfey’s A Fond Husband, Sex Comedies of the Late 1670s and Early 
1680s, and the Comic Sublime’, p. 381. 
35 Hayden, ‘Of Privileges and Masculine Parts', p. 318. 
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 In challenging her daughter’s love-match, Shirley’s widow, Mrs Belamie, is careful to 
examine the relative merits of financial stability and demeanour in her daughter’s choice of 
husband. Mrs Belamie urges Frances 
 
His birth and education are not unworthy, he’s handsome too: 
But be not govern’d by your eye too much; 
[…] 
  they are not 
Kisses will make our winters warm; and therefore 
Confident of your obedience, I propound 
Another to your best thoughts. (pp. 7-8) 
 
In testing the fidelity of her future son-in-law, however, Mrs Bellamie urges Hartwell to ‘be 
not so fixt’ (p. 9) in his desires for Frances. Like his dramatic counterpart, Leander Fancy, 
Hartwell must admit that he does not understand Mrs Belamie's circumlocutions and requests 
clarification: ‘pray interpret Lady, / And speak a language I may understand’ (p. 9). Whereas 
Lady Knowell does not manipulate her daughter, Lucretia, by testing her commitment to 
Leander explicitly, Mrs. Belamie actively deceives her daughter along with Hartwell:  
 
FRANCES   I heard you made pretence 
  Of love, to try him for my sake; and pardone me 
  If I dare not believe more. 
   […] 
BELAMIE   I had no other thought  
  At first, but wisely to distinguish whether  
  His heart was fixt on thee, or my estate; 
  With resolution, if I found him more 
  A courtier of thy fortune, then [sic] thy person, 
  To punish him with loss of both: but love 
  Hath chang’d the scœne and title of our Comedy; 
  And what I meant should slip—All his hopes, 
  Hath ruin’d us: his modest and calm answer, 
  To accept my tender, with such force and reason 
  Directed to my fancie, turn’d my purpose, 
  And made me his indeed, his perfect lover: 
  But now we have both lost him. (p. 41) 
 
Where such a revelation prompts from Frances a long display of filial obedience to her 
mother's wishes and desires, Behn spares her young lover Lucretia the active deception of her 
learned mother. Shirley's Frances accepts her fate, kneeling, and relinquishes her claim to 
Hartwell: 
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FRANCES  My soul’s above your tyranny 
   […] 
But as you are my mother, thus I kneel, 
  And beg your pardon for my innocence; 
  If that offend you, live you happy still,  
  And be the Mistress of your vows: live to 
  Enjoy whom you affect; may every hour 
  Return new blessings on you both; renew 
  Your spring, and let him think you young again;  
  And let me beg but this for all my duty, 
  Against the day you marry him, to provide 
  My coffin; for I fear, I sha’not have 
  Breath many minutes after, to pray for you: 
  The herbs that shall adorn your bridal chamber, 
  Will serve my funeral, and deck my hearse: 
  Beneath which you shall say, There lies your daughter 
  That dy’d to shew obedience. (p. 43) 
 
Responding to this 'obedience', Mrs Belamie reveals the extent of the deception: ‘Now I have 
tried you both, assure my child / I lov’d him but for thee; dispose thyself / To be his bride’ (p. 
43).  
 The closeness of the language of this speech to the parallel one in Behn’s play 
demonstrates how closely Behn was working with it in her making of the Lady Knowell 
character in plot. That very nearness also demonstrates neatly how, in her imitation, Behn 
makes of the scenario a transformation. Having been shielded by her mother, Lady Knowell, 
from the trick, Lucretia, also offers to kneel, but uses this to confront her mother on 'the 
Cruelty I hear you're going to commit' in distinctly more forceful terms: 
 
LUCRETIA  Oh Madam, give me leave to kneel before, and tell you if you pursue the 
Cruelty I hear you’re going to commit, I am the most lost, most wretched Maid that 
breaths […] 
LADY KNOWELL Rise fool. 
LUCRETIA Never, till you have given me back Leander, or leave to live no more, — pray 
kill me Madam; and the same 
 Flowers that deck your Nupital-bed, 
 Shall serve to strow my Herse, when I shall lie 
 A dead cold witness of your Tyranny. 
LADY KNOWELL  Rise, I still design’d him yours, — I saw with pleasure Sir, your 
reclination from my addresses, — I have prov’d both your Passions, and ’twere 
unkind not to Crown ’em with the due præmium of each others merits 
 […] keep still that mask of Love we first put on, till you have gain’d the Writings, for 
I have no joy beyond cheating that filthy Uncle of thine’ (V.1.168-85) 
 
Where Shirley’s Frances ends promising obedience, Behn’s Lucretia rebels against her 
mother’s ‘Tyranny’.  
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 Lady Knowell is also a distinctly more intuitive and sensitive reworking of Mrs 
Belamie: in not extending the fidelity-trick to her daughter, Behn's Lady Knowell exhibits a 
decidedly more maternal and emotionally sensitive quality than Sir Patient intimated when he 
classified her as little more than a repository for salacious texts. Lady Knowell does not, 
though, relinquish her valuing of the crucial power of the material text, requisite in securing 
the match and as a consequence thwarting the designs of Sir Patient to organize the young 
lovers into arranged matches rather than love matches. Indeed, in this balance between the 
interpretation of text and the interpretation of men, then, the learned Lady Knowell proves 
herself to be capable of recognising both the authority and the limitations of the legalized text. 
 In, as above, altering his perception of Lady Knowell’s textual learning in accordance 
with the extent to which she is flattering his self-interest, as a serial mis-interpreter, Sir 
Patient Fancy yokes female learning with anarchism when he suggests of Lady Knowell, 
‘she’s a Fop […] and ever was so; an idle conceited she Fop, and has vanity and tongue 
enough to debauch any Nation under Civil Government’ (II.1.188-90). Indeed, it is along 
these politicised lines that Behn makes a remarkable departure from Shirley’s Mrs Belamie in 
her construction of Lady Knowell, demonstrating the extent to which female familiarity with 
politicised rhetoric could be used to considerably comic effect: 
 
LADY KNOWELL Hark ye, Sir, and do you intend to doe this horrible thing?— 
SIR PATIENT What thing, my Lady Knowell? 
LADY KNOWELL Why to marry your Daughter Sir. 
SIR PATIENT Yes Madam 
LADY KNOWELL To a beastly town Fool? Monstrum horrendum! 
SIR PATIENT To any Fool, except a Fool of your Race, of your Generation.— 
LADY KNOWELL How! a Fool of my Race, my Generation! I know thou meanst my son, 
thou contumelious Knight, who let me tell thee, shall marry thy Daughter invito te, 
that is, (to inform thy obtuse understanding) in spight of thee, yes shall marry her, 
though she inherits nothing but thy dull Enthusiasmes, which had she been legitimate 
she had been possest with. 
SIR PATIENT Oh abominable! you had best say, she is none of my Daughter, and that I was 
a Cuckold.— 
LADY KNOWELL If I should Sir, it would not amount to Scandalum Magnatum  
(II.1.399-416) 
 
Judy Hayden cites this exchange as an example of Lady Fancy’s ‘fantastical discourse’, 
though such a reading depends on the omission of two important contexts.36 Firstly, Lady 
Knowell provides a gloss of the only possibly unrecognisable term used here, ostensibly for 
the benefit of Sir Patient, but, as Arthur H. Scouten and Robert D. Hume have discussed in an 
                                            
36 Hayden, ‘Of Privileges and Masculine Parts', p. 325. 
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essay re-printed in The Rakish Stage, probably also for the benefit of at least part of Behn’s 
audience.37 Secondly, Lady Knowell’s only other phrase that might be thought to approach 
the ‘fantastical’, ‘Monstrum horrendum’, taken from Book IV of Virgil’s Aeneid, is 
comically recognisable as an exclamatory in its context. Lady Knowell’s use of the term 
‘Scandalum Magnatum’ as a witty put-down was not, of course, in 1678, an unfamiliar term 
at all. Indeed, Edward Ravenscroft had employed it in his comedy The English Lawyer staged 
a month or so earlier than Sir Patient Fancy in December 1677, and the term was from 1678 
to take on additional, more serious resonances along with wider use during the years of the 
trials that were precipitated by the Popish Plot and the revelations of counter-plots that 
followed it. The term allows Lady Knowell not only to assert her intellectualism over Sir 
Patient, but also her social status, allowing her, in this context, to insult him freely without 
recrimination. The joke is, therefore, in keeping with the play’s general thrust when 
considered in light of its treatment of textual materialism, far more directed at Sir Patient than 
it is at Lady Knowell, described by Sir Patient as ‘that Lady of eternal noise and hard words’ 
(II.1.183). 
 In her discussion of the attitudes towards literary borrowing in the late seventeenth 
century, Paulina Kewes sketches three broad areas within which criticisms of playwrights 
tended to fall. Kewes suggests that ‘[s]ome insisted that stylistic revision was in itself a 
satisfactory claim to authorship’, whilst others ‘maintained that the words must all be new, 
although the plot or theme could be borrowed’. Those belonging to the third category, Kewes 
suggests, ‘were adamant that even a minimal reliance, whether verbal or thematic, on an 
earlier work invalidated the appropriator’s claim to authorship; and they called on writers to 
trust solely to their own imagination’.38 Again, as with the distinctions drawn by Dryden in 
terms of modes of translation, the responses to appropriation and translation that Kewes 
systematically and thoroughly traces are singular in their view of appropriative strategies. As 
has already been noted in the introductory comments to this part, however, the nature of 
Behn’s preface to Sir Patient Fancy suggests that the suspicion that a play was composed of 
multiple sources could also provoke censure. Under Kewes’s helpfully broad heading of 
‘stylistic revision’, then, Behn’s claim to authorship could be validated. Her Sir Patient 
Fancy is, however, transformed from both Molière and Shirley, partly through its composite 
nature. Sir Patient Fancy shows evidence of demonstrable verbal parallels from both plays, 
                                            
37 Robert D. Hume, The Rakish Stage: Studies in English Drama, 1660-1800 (Carbondale and Edwardsville: 
Southern Illinois University Press, 1983), p. 49. 
38 Paulina Kewes, Authorship and Appropriation: Writing for the Stage in England, 1660-1710 (Oxford: 
Clarendon Press, 1998), p. 5. 
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though its debt to them is, on balance, slighter less than Behn’s debt to either Montfleury or 
Molière for The False Count. In large part, though, this is connected not to the mode of her 
translation, which, though freer from Le Malade imaginaire for Sir Patient Fancy than from 
Les Précieuses ridicules for The False Count. Instead, Behn supplements her sources more 
fully for Sir Patient Fancy, not simply in terms of altering their social or marital circumstance 
as she had done in The False Count, but in individualising her characters from their sources 
in a way that is brought more sharply to focus when considered in light of their treatment of 
material text. Where Behn was to come to rely lightly on metaphrase – ‘turning an author 
word by word, and line by line, from one language into another’ – in The False Count, her 
mode of appropriation was considerably freer in Sir Patient Fancy. In a firm sense this may 
be seen to substantiate Behn’s prefatory claim that she worked from a version of Le Malade 
imaginaire that was ‘given’ to her ‘translated by a Gentleman infinitely to advange’ (p. 5, ll. 
16-17). On the other hand, however, the fact that, as discussed in the introduction to this part, 
Behn’s defence against charges of illicit borrowing is predicated upon prompting her readers 
to align themselves with Buckingham’s foolish playwright, Bayes, in any identification of 
French borrowing, and the fact that Behn certainly did not reveal the extent of her borrowing 
in her epistle to her readers, a frustrating ambiguity remains. Certainly, though, considering 
Behn’s borrowing from both Molière and Shirley for Sir Patient Fancy suggests that for this 
play at least, Behn had borrowed more from nature than from art. 
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‘Full of conceit and contradiction too’: Aphra Behn’s post-1660 English 
Borrowings 
 
Both The Second Part of The Rover (1681) and The Roundheads (perf. 1681; pub. 1682) treat 
on-stage presentation of written texts in vastly different ways. As will be discussed in chapter 
three, The Second Part of The Rover barely treats the on-stage material text at all. Instead, 
that play is far more interested in highlighting its characters’ interpretative limitations in 
relation to their misreadings of physicality, in a way that gives Aphra Behn’s second 
engagement with Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso at least as much in common with Sir Patient 
Fancy as with The Rover. Behn’s sparse treatment of material texts in a performative capacity 
does, however, serve to make all the more intriguing and important the ways in which Behn 
supplements her main source text with another previously unidentified and untreated source 
not in order to highlight the possible exploitation and manipulation of a written text, but 
intead to bring to the fore the possibilities for exploitation and manipulation within cavalier 
seduction rhetoric. The chapter that follows, therefore, begins by considering the aspects of 
Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso that Behn had not made use of in The Rover, before going on 
to treat one of Behn’s more substantial departures from that play. The analysis that follows 
complicates existing critical discourse that argues for the relative apoliticism of The Second 
Part of The Rover in light of those substantial departures. 
The final chapter in this part, and, indeed, in this thesis as a whole, looks across to the 
final play that Behn was to have staged before 1682, The Roundheads; or, The Good Old 
Cause. This play represents the most overtly politicised of those treated as part of this study, 
and is the most explicitly and firmly situated in the contexts of the plots and counter-plots of 
the years 1678 to 1681 discussed in the introduction, though expanded on in chapter four. In 
particular, chapter four considers in most detail Aphra Behn’s use of a particularly politically 
contested form of textual engagement with governing institutions during the late 1670s and 
early 1680s, though by no means unique to that period, even in mid- to late seventeenth 
century: the petition. The final chapter here, then, explores in detail the ways in which Behn 
supplements her source text for this play, John Tatham’s The Rump, through a systematic 
engagement with petitions, mostly constituting departures from her source text, in order to, I 
argue, position herself as critical of factionalist engagement with petitions. I here extend this 
consideration of the synthesis that Behn can be seen to produce, and consider it further in 
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light of broader sexual and political criticisms directed more generally at the ruling elite, 
rather than, exclusively, at a particular faction of that elite.  
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 ‘[W]ith a little change, / Pass off old Politicks for new and strange’:1 The 
Second Part of The Rover and Thomaso  
 
In March 1677, Aphra Behn’s The Rover was performed by the Duke’s Company. The play 
owed a good deal of its dialogue to both Part I and Part II of Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso; 
or, The Wanderer. This was printed in the folio Comedies and Tragedies in 1664, but 
composed, as Killigrew says in his preface, ‘during Twenty Years Banishment’ a decade 
earlier, whilst, as part of the court circle, he was in exile during the interregnum.2 In her post-
script to the second edition of The Rover in 1677, Aphra Behn addressed, though significantly 
downplayed the extent of, her borrowing from the play of the former proprietor of the Duke’s 
Company’s rival playhouse, the King’s Company.3 Set in Madrid, Parts I and II of Thomaso 
follow four exiled cavalier soldiers, Thomaso, Edwardo, Ferdinando, and Harrigo. Much of 
the action of The Rover is reworked by Behn from the plot of the wanderer, Thomaso, who 
becomes both her rake, Willmore, and her constant lover, Belville. Behn splits accordingly 
Killigrew’s virtuous heroine, Serulina, into the characters of the two sisters, Hellena and 
Florinda, as the love interests of her male characters, and retains from Thomaso the rake’s 
infatuation with and bedding of the courtesan Angellica Bianca. The main plot of Thomaso 
runs across Parts I and II, until, in the closing scenes of Part II, Thomaso renounces his 
wandering, and is married to the virtuous Serulina.4  
                                            
1 Aphra Behn, The Second Part of The Rover, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: 
Pickering, 1992-1996), VI (1996), pp. 223-98 (Prologue, p. 231, ll. 16-17). 
2 Thomas Killigrew, Comedies and Tragedies (London: Henry Herringman, 1664), ‘To the Reader’. Subsequent 
references are to this edition of the play, and are given in parentheses following the quotation. See also, Alfred 
Harbage, Thomas Killigrew: Cavalier Dramatist 1612-83 (New York: Benjamin Blom, 1930; repr. 1967), 
3 Thomas Killigrew’s son, Charles, took over the management of the King’s Company on 22 February 1677, 
following a dispute with his father. See A Register of English Theatrical Documents 1660-1737, ed. by Judith 
Milhous and Robert D. Hume, 2 vols (Carbondale and Edwardsville: Southern Illinois University Press, 1991), I 
(1991), pp. 193-94, especially entries 992 for 23 January 1676/77 (p. 193) and 997 for 22 February 1676/77 (p. 
194). 
4 In making this assertion, I am departing from Marcus Nevitt’s recent argument for the reconsideration of 
Thomaso as neither a closet drama nor a one-part, 10-act play. Nevitt’s evidence for a reconsideration of the 
former aspect is compelling in light of many of Thomaso’s detailed stage directions, which Behn appropriates 
presumably because they prove to work on the late seventeenth-century stage. I am less convinced by Nevitt’s 
assertion that ‘the humiliation of Edwardo and Don Matthais by Lucetta and Sancho’, discussed below, 
represents the denouement of what is entitled Part I of Thomaso, because of the fact that Edwardo is still bloody 
by Act I scene 2 of Part II following his case of mistaken identity at the end of Part I. Nevitt does not mention 
the dramatic sequence across Parts I and II of this plot-strand when he argues that there is a firm denouement in 
the final scenes of Part I. See Marcus Nevitt, ‘Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso as a Two-Part Comedy’, in Thomas 
Killigrew and the Seventeenth-Century English Stage, ed. by Philip Major (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013), pp. 113-
32 (pp. 124-29). In relation to the conceptualisation of Thomaso as a ‘closet drama’, Nevitt suggests that ‘Aphra 
Behn studies have gained most from this characterization, since it has enabled scholars to present Behn as 
transmuting the lead of 1650s closet drama into the gold of a theatre at once professional, successful and clear-
eyed about the deleterious effects of patriarchy’ (pp. 117-18). On this point he is undoubtedly correct, and a 
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 Although the plots of Killigrew’s Edwardo and Ferdinando had featured partially in 
The Rover, the former as Ned Blunt, who has his pockets picked by Phillipo, lover to the 
play’s prostitute, Lucetta, before being dumped in a sewer from her bedroom, it is the rather 
more fantastical part of their plot to which Behn returns in The Second Part of Rover. Eager 
to acquire the fortunes of two Jewish ‘monsters’, one a giant and the other a dwarf, but to 
avoid having to spend a lifetime married to either in their current physical form, Killigrew’s 
Edwardo and Ferdinando enlist the help of a mountebank to concoct a potion into which both 
women can be placed, so as to ‘make a Dwarf a Gyant, or Gyantize a Dwarf’ (II V.5; p. 450). 
The pair is, of course, disappointed when, due to a drunken oversight by the mountebank, 
many of the rules that would have ensured the success of the endeavour are forgotten (II V.5; 
p. 449), and the women remain in their original forms. Killigrew does not, though, condemn 
his Edwardo and Ferdinando to marriage with the dwarf and the giant; nor does he require 
them to suffer for their deception beyond ‘restor[ing] the money and Jewels’ the marriages 
have transferred into their possession (p. 451). Instead, at the play’s close, both men have 
devised a scheme to move to Italy, for virtue of being anonymous there, with the courtesan 
Angellica Bianca, and the prostitute, Paulina, both once the targets of Thomaso’s wandering 
affections. Explored in this chapter’s discussion, then, are the ways in which Behn radically 
alters this plot strand by expanding the deceptiveness of the cavaliers’ scheme, so as to 
include a further deception by the play’s rake. In Behn’s reimagining, the rake, Willmore, 
adopts the disguise of a mountebank, who, in Thomaso, is an honest, if bumbling, character. 
As will become clear, the rake’s deception also gains an additional resonance in light of the 
fact that Behn adds to it a second main plot-strand that she appropriates from Killigrew’s 
Thomaso.  
In The Second Part of The Rover, as in The Rover, Willmore has two main romantic 
and sexual interests. In the earlier play, he marries the rich, witty heiress, Hellena, and in so 
doing, abandons the courtesan Angellica Bianca, despite her protestations and lamentations. 
In The Second Part of The Rover, as has often been noted, Behn effectively reverses the 
outcome, pairing Willmore with the courtesan La Nuche rather than the rich and virtuous 
Ariadne at the play’s close. Willmore is, however, the only main character to re-appear from 
The Rover in Behn’s sequel, which was first performed in January 1681. Early in The Second 
Part of The Rover, brief reference is also made to the constant lovers from The Rover, 
                                                                                                                                       
reconsideration of this generic categorization in light of recent critical analyses of 1650s closet dramas would be 
both interesting and refreshing. I am certain that Behn studies would benefit from anyone with the patience and 
expertise to conduct such a re-evaluation.  
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Florinda and Belville, who are said to be ‘both in health at St. Germans’, and Willmore 
imparts to his friend and rakish rival Beaumond ‘With a Sham sadness’ the news of Hellena’s 
death in a storm at sea shortly after their marriage (I.1.81; I.1.124 SD). The reversal of the 
amorous pairings in The Second Part of The Rover, and the nature of Behn’s appropriative 
strategy for this plot-strand, allows her to offer a subtle, though critical, commentary on both 
Thomaso and The Rover, as the outcome of Willmore’s first marriage casts a troubling 
shadow over his second match. The depth of this shadow is increased by the casting of other 
roles: crucially, Elizabeth Barry, who had played the now-deceased Hellena, again finds 
herself paired with the play’s rake at the end, this time as La Nuche. Indeed, as is discussed 
below, the nature of Behn’s abstracted borrowings from Thomaso, coupled with the physical 
and verbal comedy of her mountebank plot-strand, has the result that much of the play’s 
courtship rhetoric treads a fine line between the destructive and the idealized. 
 
Critical Assessments of the Use of Thomaso in The Second Part of the Rover 
 
Aphra Behn’s indebtedness to Thomaso; or, The Wanderer for her 1677 play The Rover has 
been documented variously by recent critics. Few, however, have considered the relationship 
between Behn’s The Second Part of The Rover to Killigrew’s interregnum play, much less 
explored the ways in which Behn adds to this main source, which is usually thought to be the 
only source text for her second instalment of 1681. Important exceptions in relation to this 
dominant critical thrust are analyses by Heidi Hutner and Robert Markley, who have read The 
Second Part of The Rover in light of its main source, both parts of Killigrew’s Thomaso. 
Even they, though, have produced overly neat readings of Behn’s play through making their 
connections only selectively. In seeking to establish that Behn’s ‘dialectical construction of 
woman as both virgin and whore constitutes the repression of feminine desire’, for instance, 
Hutner establishes a connection between the witty heroine in The Rover, Hellena, and the ‘old, 
decayed Curtezan’ of the same name, who is most prominent in Part I of Thomaso, though 
also referred to in Part II.5 Hutner observes of Thomaso that in Killigrew’s play, ‘[t]he older 
Hellena’s body is described in terms that render her powerless; her lack of desirability is 
conflated with her physical decay and moral corruption […]. In “rescuing” Killigrew’s 
Hellena—transforming her into the leading lady who opens The Rover, part I—Behn 
                                            
5 Heidi Hutner, ‘Revisioning the Female Body: Aphra Behn’s The Rover, Parts I and II’, in Rereading Aphra 
Behn: History, Theory, and Criticism, ed. by Heidi Hutner (Charlottesville and London: University Press of 
Virginia, 1993), pp. 102-20 (p. 105); Killigrew, Comedies and Tragedies, Dramatis Personae, p. 312.  
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undermines the ideological constructions of the virgin as the ideal embodiment of virtue and 
the whore as base and corrupt’.6 This is a tidy division, but it is based on two, connected mis-
readings, both of which relate to Behn’s appropriative strategies. Firstly, Behn’s Hellena 
shares no dialogue with Killigrew’s ageing courtesan; beyond the incidence of their names, 
there is no connection in the imagining of Behn’s heroine, who is instead re-worked from 
Killigrew’s Serulina, and owes some of her witty dialogue to Killigrew’s Harrigo.7 Secondly, 
although in The Second Part of The Rover, Behn does include a re-worked version of 
Killigrew’s Hellena, Hutner makes no mention of this figure: ‘One Petronella Elenora […], a 
famous out-worn Curtezan’ (II.1.278). The connections emerge quite obviously if a careful 
comparison is made between Behn’s plays and Thomaso: for instance, Killigrew’s Hellena 
and Behn’s Petronella are both described as ‘muzl’d by old Gaffer time’.8 They also share 
dialogue, and both feature in a plot in which they approach a mountebank in order to receive 
treatment to reverse the effect of ageing on their bodies, as the discussion that follows will 
outline. Hutner’s pretending that Petronella does not exist is a crucial part of her argument 
that The Second Part of The Rover demonstrates ‘Behn’s idealistic celebration and promotion 
of feminine desire’, which, for Hutner, verges on the utopian. A more accurate reading of the 
kind that I propose here requires that we account for Behn’s treatment of Petronella, and 
suggests that The Second Part of The Rover presents, instead, a masculinist dystopia.9 To 
more fully understand the play, it is also necessary to consider other borrowings by Behn, 
which are explored below. These reveal the extent of the anxieties in The Second Part of The 
Rover about the precariousness of signification, and how the rhetoric of admiration and 
seduction can quickly and easily become the rhetoric of rejection. 
 
Mountebanks in The Second Part of The Rover and its Sources 
 
                                            
6 Hutner, ‘Revisioning the Female Body’, p. 105. It might also be noted that Hutner’s over-arching suggestion, 
that in The Second Part of The Rover Behn breaks down the distinction between prostitute and virtuous woman, 
cannot be supported. Rather, Behn shows the dangers of sexuality for a woman with a reputation to defend: 
Thomaso’s heart can proclaim the bounties of the prostitutes and courtesans with whom he has sex because their 
reputations are not at stake. For Willmore to ‘generously tell th’ admiring World what hidden Charms’ Ariadne 
possesses, though, is dangerous from her perspective, and Behn shows this explicitly. 
7 Compare Aphra Behn, The Rover, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 
1996), V (1996), pp. 445-521 (I.1.101-11), and Killigrew, Thomaso Part II, in Comedies and Tragedies 
(London: Henry Herringman, 1664),  pp. 400-01, for instance. 
8 This quotation is from The Second Part of The Rover, II.1.277, cf. Thomaso which reads ‘muzzel’d by gaffer 
time’ (p. 363). 
9 Hutner, ‘Revisioning the Female Body’, p. 117. 
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The first main consideration here responds, in light of the nature of Behn’s textual 
borrowings, to what Derek Hughes refers to as ‘the relatively apolitical nature of Rover II’.10 
Instead of having a concern with political structures or tensions, Hughes suggests, Behn is 
most interested in the ‘instability of personal bonds’ between the play’s men.11 Much of the 
play's structure supports this interpretation: uncharacteristically for Behn, there is little 
reference in The Second Part of The Rover to parental designs, for instance, beyond those of 
the (absent) mother and step-father of just one of the play's women. It is also the case, 
however, that personal bonds are most clearly politicised, if humorously explored, in the 
context of Behn's mountebank plot-strand. Behn had not included in The Rover a disguise 
plot for her rake. Instead, Willmore is one of the few characters to remain unmasked in that 
play. This is in contrast to Killigrew’s design for Thomaso, who disguises himself as his own 
Spanish brother in order to more freely move between his mistresses’ houses and escape his 
creditors. In The Second Part of The Rover, however, Behn introduces a double-role for 
Willmore, as both a rake and a mountebank. Precipitating the latter, in part, is that Willmore 
learns in quick succession that there are ‘two Monsters arriv’d from Mexico, Jews of vast 
fortunes, with an old Jew Uncle their Guardian; they are worth a hundred thousand pounds a 
piece’ (I.1.169-71), and that there is ‘a famous Mountibank who is coming to Madrid […], 
who amongst others of his marvellous Cures, pretends to restore mistakes in Nature, to new-
mould a Face and Body though never so mishapen, to exact Proportion and Beauty’ (I.1.194-
98). Shown the mountebank’s advertisements by the cavalier, Shift, Willmore remarks that 
‘this Bill has put an extravagant thought into my head’, and decides that ‘for divers and 
sundry reasons thereunto belonging, [I] must be this very Mountibank expected’ (I.1.216-17; 
I.1.230-31).  
In The Second Part of The Rover, the mountebank himself does not appear, but is 
instead, unlike Killigrew’s mountebank, Lopus, substituted firstly through the text of his 
advertisements, and secondly by Willmore in disguise. It is, however, the genesis of 
Willmore’s mountebank plot that prompts awareness not only of the play’s concern with the 
‘instability of personal bonds’ (in Hughes’s terms), but also with the politicised nature of 
these bonds in The Second Part of The Rover. Preceding Willmore’s invention of this scheme, 
he is shown to be ‘[t]he same man still, wild and wanton’, untamed by his marriage to 
Hellena in The Rover, and reinvigorated after his ‘dull days of Constancy’ (I.1.120; I.1.145). 
Asked by Beaumond, ‘didst thou but see a Beauty here in Town, whose charms have power 
                                            
10 Derek Hughes, The Theatre of Aphra Behn (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 123. 
11 Hughes, Theatre, p. 124. 
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to fix inconstant Nature or Fortune’, Willmore demands ‘Her Name, my dear, her Name!’ 
(I.1.149-52). In love with the ‘Beauty’ himself, however, Beaumond is reticent about 
revealing her identity, unaware as he is that Willmore is already acquainted with her (I.1.23-
39): 
 
BEAUMOND I would not breath it even in my complaints, lest amorous winds should bear it 
 o’er the World, and make mankind her Slaves. 
  But that it is a name too cheaply known, 
  And She that owns it may be as cheaply purchas’d. 
WILLMORE Hah! cheaply purchas’d too: I languish for her. 
BEAUMOND Ay there’s the Devil on’t, She’s is — a Whore — 
WILLMORE Ah, what a charming sound that mighty word bears. 
BEAUMOND Damn her, she’d be thine or any bodies. 
WILLMORE I die for her —  
BEAUMOND Then for her qualities — 
WILLMORE No more — ye Gods, I ask no more. 
  Be she but fair and much a Whore — come let’s to her. 
BEAUMOND Perhaps tomorrow you may see this Woman   (I.1.153-65) 
 
The key appeal for Willmore in this mysterious, concealed beauty is the thought that she is 
cheap; the further attraction is that as she is a prostitute, the enjoyment she offers can be 
assumed to be safely fleeting. Beaumond, wanting her for himself, is not willing in any way 
to share information with his supposed ally, Willmore. This exchange is the precursor to 
Willmore's decision to have his 'share of this jest' when it comes to the mountebank's ability 
to alter the physical form of those who seek his services (I.1.230). It is also, by implication, 
the means by which Willmore exposes the idiocy and gullibility of those whom he had 
previously introduced as his 'friends — true Blades Hall, highly guilty of the Royal Crime, 
poor and brave, Loyal Fugitives'. Here, the reference to the ‘Royal Crime’ both underscores 
the politicised nature of the relationships between men in this play – they share an exile with 
the future Charles II (in some ways gesture also at the future James II’s exile, which has just 
happened at the play’s first performance)12 – and shows, in Willmore’s competitiveness with 
his ‘friends’, how precarious those relationships are (I.1.91-92). That dynamic is also evident 
later in the same scene when Willmore talking to Beaumond about Featherfool and Blunt, 
opines that ‘the Rascals have a blind side as all conceited Coxcombs have, which when I’ve 
                                            
12 The play’s front-matter in various ways draws attention to the political context of the Exclusion Crisis. 
Dedicating her play to James, Behn refers to the ‘self-created fears’ of the Exclusionists (ll. 18-19), and 
compares Willmore and James: ‘he is a wandered too, distrest; belov’d, tho unfortunate, and ever constant to 
Loyalty’ (ll. 32-33). The prologue, in a similar vein, promises the audience, ‘we’ve Monsters too, / Which far 
exceed your City Pope for show’ (Prologue, ll. 25-26). Quite how far these observations, whilst overtly 
declaring allegiance to the Duke’s Company’s patron also raise questions about his supporters’ foolishness, 
would repay further analysis, but one that leads away from a focus on paraphrase and imitation. 
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nothing else to do, I shall expose to advance our mirth; the Rogues must be couzen’d, 
because they’re so positive they never can be so—but I am now in softer joys, for Woman, 
for Woman in abundance’ (I.1.114-18). These are unstable personal bonds indeed. 
 In this connection it might be noted that Behn’s pretend mountebank, Willmore, is 
considerably closer in conceptualisation to Ben Jonson’s Volpone than to Killigrew’s 
Lopus.13 Lopus is bumbling and in various ways inept, but his identity is not a duplicitous 
one. Jonson’s Volpone, on the other hand, disguises himself as a mountebank, with his 
scaffold stage positioned under the window of Celia, ‘a beauty, ripe, as harvest!’, who is wife 
of his neighbour, Corvino, in order to gain access to her.14 Behn’s mountebank scene builds 
on the theatricality of Jonson’s – and radically reworks Killigrew’s, which consists mostly of 
the two-and-a-half folio pages of the mountebank’s monologue. The Second Part of The 
Rover, by contrast, not only includes brief dance interludes, as in Volpone, but also a 
commedia dell’arte scene. In this commedia episode, the pretend death and subsequent 
resurrection of Willmore/the mountebank’s aide, Harlequin, serves to reinforce Behn’s 
adjusted focus from both Jonson and Killigrew; indeed, Behn makes substantial departures 
from both Volpone and Thomaso in her reworking of this scene in a way that focuses on 
masculine codes of war and valour. Jonson's Volpone and Killigrew's Lopus share the fact 
that they spend a good amount of time rehearsing their medical credentials, and then turn 
their attention to general distempers of the body:  
 
LOPUS It is this blessed Unguento, this rare Extraction, that onely hath the power to disperse 
all malignant humours, from whatsoever ill affected Causes they shall proceed. It has 
power to fortifie the most indigest and crude stomack in the world, though it be of one 
that (through extreme weakness) vomits bloud; […] putting but a drop into your 
Nostrils, likewise behind your Ears, a most Sovereign and approved remedy. The Mal 
Caduco, Cramps, Convulsions, Paralysies, Epilepsies, Tremor Cordis, retired and 
shrunk Nerves, evil vapours of the Spleen, stoppings of the Liver, the Stone, the 
Strangury, Hermia ventosa, Iliaca passio, stops a Dysenteria, immediately easeth the 
Tortion of the small guts, and cures Melancholia Hypochondriaca, being taken and 
                                            
13 Since The Second Part of The Rover lacks evidence of extended verbal borrowing from Volpone of the kind 
outlined by John Wilcox, and explored in both the Introduction and first section here, my discussion of this will 
be limited. Elsewhere in her oeuvre, including briefly in Sir Patient Fancy, Behn does appropriate dialogue from 
Jonson’s play, demonstrating some level of familiarity with it. See, for instance, the echoes between Wittmore’s 
short speech in Sir Patient Fancy (V.1.647-48) and Volpone’s opening lines to the play (I.1.1-2). 
14 Ben Jonson, Volpone, ed. by Philip Brockbank (London: Ernest Benn, 1973), I.5.109. Subsequent references 
are to this edition and are given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. See also M. A. Katritzky, 
Women, Medicine and Theatre, 1500-1750: Literary Mountebanks and Performing Quacks (Aldershot: Ashgate, 
2007), esp. chapter 10. Katritzky confidently establishes the lineage of the Volpone, Thomaso, and The Second 
Part of The Rover mountebank plots, though my reading above departs from the one offered by Katritzky in 
relation to Behn. Katritzky posits that Behn’s ‘conflation of Killigrew’s aristocratic hero and cheating quack 
into a single character is coloured by her troubled dealings with the powerful Royalist [Thomas Killigrew], 
heavily implicated in her abortive spying mission of 1667 and subsequent imprisonment for debt’ (p. 154). 
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applied according to my printed Receipt; For this is the Physitian, this the Medicine; 
this Counsels, this Cures; this gives the Direction, this works the effect.  
(p. 360) 
 
If the parallel passage in Volpone is consulted, Killigrew’s indebtedness to Jonson is clear, 
though Killigrew has dispensed with Jonson’s stage directions: 
 
VOLPONE 'tis this blessed unguento, this rare extraction, that hath only power to disperse 
  all malignant humours, that proceed, either of hot, cold, moist, or windy  
  causes [...] To fortify the most indigest, and crude stomach, ay, were it of one 
  that, through extreme weakness, vomited blood, applying only a warm napkin 
  to the place, after the unction, and fricace; for the vertigine, in the head,  
  putting but a drop into your nostrils, likewise, behind the ears; a most  
  sovereign, and approved remedy: the mal caduco, cramps, convulsions,  
  paralyses, epilepsies, tremor-cordia, retired nerves, ill vapours of the spleen, 
  stoppings of the liver, the stone, the strangury, hernia ventosa, iliaca passio; 
  stops a disenteria immediately; easeth the tortion of the small guts; and cures 
  melancholia hypocondriaca, bing taken and applied, according to my printed 
  receipt. (Pointing to his bill and his glass) For, this is the physician, this the 
  medicine; this counsels, this cures; this gives the direction, this works the  
  effect. (II.2.94-111) 
 
Behn, however, dispenses entirely with the broad and verbose explication of the distempers 
presented by both Killigrew and Jonson. Instead, The Second Part of The Rover trims the 
Latinate descriptions of Volpone and Thomaso to a single phrase – ‘the Distempers both of 
Mind and Body’ – in order to develop the mountebank’s promises in a direction that connects 
directly to her own concerns.  
 The disguised Willmore, much preoccupied with questions of masculinity and the 
importance of living in the moment, associates cowardice in combat with physical and mental 
ailments: 
 
WILLMORE Behold this little Vial, which [...] has, besides the unknown vertue of curing all 
  the Distempers both of Mind and Body: that Divine one of animating the heart 
  of Man to that degree, that however remiss, cold and cowardly by Nature, he 
  shall become vigorous and brave. Oh stupid and insensible man, when Honour 
  and secure Renown invites you, to treat it with neglect, even when you need 
  but passive Valour, to become the Heroes of the Age; receive a thousand  
  wounds, each of which wou'd let out fleeting Life. Here's that can snatch the 
  parting Soul in its full career, and bring it back to its Native Mansion; baffles 
  grim Death, and disappoints even Fate. (II.1.192-205) 
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Unlike Volpone and Thomaso, then, Willmore does not establish his authenticity or authority 
as a mountebank in the context of medical learning and experimentation.15 Instead, Willmore 
allows material texts – his advertising ‘Bills’ – to establish (undeserved) authority on his 
behalf, when he declares that ‘I need say nothing of my Divine Baths of Reformation, nor the 
wonders of the old Oracle of the Box, which Resolves all Questions, my Bills sufficiently 
declare their Vertue’ (II.1.271-75). Behn here has Willmore seek to establish a firm 
connection between physical distempers, ‘Divine’ cowardliness, and ‘passive Valour’. The 
joke here is two-fold, but it is exclusively at the expense of the cavaliers: firstly, Willmore’s 
status as an imposter is underscored – in making this segue into matters non-medical, he 
betrays the fact that he does not have the expertise necessary to dissemble convincingly in 
relation to medicaments, unlike, for instance, Lady Knowell in Sir Patient Fancy and, indeed, 
Lopus. Secondly, the cavalier spectators are implicitly mocked as the ‘Heroes of the Age’, 
because they are, in fact, dependent on ‘passive Valour’ in their exiled state. Behn’s 
departure from Thomaso in this regard in particular creates a tension between Willmore and 
his ‘brave’ friends, at the same time as affirming his relationship with them: he is elevated, 
both physically and intellectually, above them, but must, at the same time, rely on his cavalier 
allies’ lack of interrogative abilities to legitimize his own position.  
In both Volpone and Thomaso, the rhetoric of general ailments then moves to the 
problem of maintaining or restoring of a feminine visage. As she had done in Sir Patient 
Fancy, by contrast, Behn makes a further departure from her main source text: she highlights 
the troubling consequences of an inability to interrogate and interpret physical appearance 
and behaviours. The addition of Harlequin’s very funny pretend-death and subsequent 
pretend-resurrection to her scene, absent in Thomaso, also reinforces the second aspect of the 
earlier joke about the cavaliers’ short-comings: 
 
WILLMORE Behold, here's a Demonstration — (Harlequin stabs himself and falls as dead 
FEATHERFOOL Hold, hold, whe, what the Devil, is the Fellow mad? 
BLUNT  Why, do'st think he 'as hurt himself? 
FEATHERFOOL Hurt himself! whe he's murdered Man; 'tis flat Felo de se, in any ground in 
 England, if I understand Law, and I have been a Justice o'th'Peace 
WILLMORE See, Gentleman, he's dead — 
FEATHERFOOL Look ye there now, I'le be gone lest I be taken as an Accessary.   (Going out 
                                            
15 I am here indebted to Robert Weston’s essay ‘Men Controlling Bodies: Medical Consultation by Letter in 
France, 1680-1780’ for his analysis of the ways in which French medical treatises negotiate the problem of the 
‘authoritarian male’ as both patient and practitioner. See Governing Masculinities in the Early Modern Period: 
Regulating Selves and Others, ed. by Susan Broomhall and Jacqueline Van Gent (Farnham: Ashgate, 2011), pp. 
227-46 (p. 229). 
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WILLMORE Coffin him, Inter him, yet after four and twenty hours, as many drops of this 
 divine Elixer gives him new life again; this will recover whole Fields of slain, and all 
 the dead shall rise and fight again — 'twas this that made the Roman Legions 
 numerous, and now makes France so formidable, and this alone — may be the 
 occasion of the loss of Germany   (Pours in Harlequin's Wound, he rises 
FEATHERFOOL Whe this Fellow's the Devil, Ned, that's certain. 
BLUNT  Oh Plague, a damn'd Conjurer, this —    (II.1.207-23) 
 
As she was later to do in The Widdow Ranter, Behn here ridicules the interpretative 
limitations of those in positions of power, specifically, here, Justices of the Peace. Despite 
Hughes’s assessment of the play cited earlier, this is not an apolitical engagement. In the 
context of the Exclusion Crisis that intensified through the allegations and counter-allegations 
of the Popish Plot, the play’s signalling the importance of the relationship between the 
interpretation of evidence and political office is intensely politicized. In this instance, Behn 
sets that problem within a humorous commedia context, but that does not remove its 
implications.16 The fact that Blunt’s identification of Willmore’s artifice does not prevent 
him from buying the elixir, though, allows Behn to exploit the space between recognition and 
interpretation through Harlequin’s physical comedy. Indeed, it is through this addition that 
Behn provides an important interpretative counterpoint to what follows, both in Thomaso and 
in The Second Part of The Rover. 
Derek Hughes also suggests that ‘[a]part from the spoken word, Rover II is a play 
without signs. In this it contrasts with Rover I, which had emphasised solid and tangible 
forms of signification: the letter, the book, the mask, the legible body, Blunt’s medal, coins, 
and picture, the sign of Angellica’.17 Hughes is correct.  In The Second Part of The Rover, 
Behn dispenses with aspects of her main source text that relate to tangible communicative 
modes. She also, though, re-contextualises and challenges what are in Thomaso often stable 
                                            
16 See, for instance, John Pollock, The Popish Plot: A Study in the History of the Reign of Charles II (London: 
Gale, 1903; repr. 2011). Pollock gives a good account of the limitations of the Popish Plot evidence presented to 
one of the better-known casualties of the Popish Plot, the Justice of the Peace Sir Edmund Berry Godfrey (pp. 
89-101). See also Lois G. Schwoerer’s account of the last years of Sir William Scroggs’s life, some of the most 
tumultuous events of which took place in the weeks immediately preceding the staging of The Second Part of 
The Rover and connect to the impeachment of justices: ‘On 23 November 1680, eight days after the defeat of the 
second Exclusion Bill, whig members of the House of Commons turned their disappointment against the judges 
at Westminster and appointed a committee to examine the proceedings of the justices. A month later, on 23 
December, the Commons received the committee's report and ordered it to prepare impeachment charges against 
four justices: Scroggs, Sir Thomas Jones (a justice of the court of king's bench), Sir Richard Weston (a baron of 
the court of exchequer), and Sir Francis North, lord chief justice of the court of common pleas. On 5 January 
1681 the lower house accepted the eight articles of impeachment that the committee had prepared against 
Scroggs alone, agreed to designate the charges as ‘High Treason and other great Crimes and Misdemeanours’, 
and instructed the committee to draw up an impeachment against the other justices, a step the committee never 
took’. Lois G. Schwoerer, ‘Scroggs, Sir William (c.1623–1683)’, in Oxford Dictionary of National Biography 
<http://www.oxforddnb.com>. 
17 Hughes, Theatre, p. 128. 
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interpretative sites that bear no particular consequence for the observer or interpreter. Where 
Killigrew’s male characters are equipped to interpret physical signification, for instance, 
Behn’s are suggestively less able to do so. Behn not only supplements Killigrew’s morbid 
fascination with the ageing, sexualised, female body through the addition of Harlequin’s 
comical male body as a site of mis-interpretation, however. She also radically shifts his focus 
in terms of interpretative sites and abilities more generally, and does this by using the female 
body as a locus. In order to show Behn’s departures from her source text clearly, it is 
necessary to quote Killigrew’s scene at considerable length: 
 
Enter HELENA, an old decayed blind, out of Fashion whore, gay, and fine, as Girls of Fifteen, 
but out-of-fashion in her cloaths, shee's carried by two Bravo's to the Mountebanks Stage, 
where she is lifted up. 
 
THOMASO See, here comes one muzzel'd by gaffer time, that has neither teeth nor eyes, a 
 blind whore; thou may'st have the whipping of this. 
HARRIGO She has been a strapping quean in her time; Two couple of Almayns at a 
 course, I have seen stav'd, and tail'd off, on her. 
THOMASO Prithee who is't? 
HARRIGO  'Tis Helena, a Famous old Curtezan. 
THOMASO She may be that of Troy, There's Antiquity enough, both in her Face and Dress; 
 though she be fitter now for Priapus his rape, then Paris's. 
BRAVO  By your leave, Noble Gentlemen, roome for a patient. 
SCARRAMOUCHA Gentlemen, Ladies, curteous Gentlemen, room, pray, for the patient to 
 approach the Stage.    (Then they lift her up upon the Stage.) 
CELIA  Who is there? a chair for the Lady (She sits down) — What seek you, Madam? 
 your Fortune from the old Oracle in the Box? Is't the powder, or Elixar, a Restorative 
 Bath; would you be your self, at Fifteen again or try our transformation? would you 
 your Sex, or fortune change; all rests in your power; Here is the Secret, name your 
 hour.  
HELENA Celia, my Child, I know thy voyce, whose Name has long been my Envy; Yet 
 now thy Fame has brought me hither; see the sad remains of what was Helena. Fame 
 doth fill the Worlds Care with thy Husbands skill; They say, he can change Forms and 
 Sexes, and (which is more,) youth restore; He can both wound and Cure a heart; O my 
 Child, 'tis the remedy I seek; Let him try his Art, I have here brought the dart; I love, I 
 love, my Child, and fain would be belov'd again; A proud, and yet (they say) a lovely 
 Man; My Age is burnt with desire; Cold limbs feel that fire, Blind as Love, and yet in 
 Love; I sigh, Prithee use thy Art, to cure the smart, or freeze my heart, Why should 
 Lust and desire stay? By what right, since youth and Beauty attain'd their flight? Why 
 should not the Bloods fire die, with those that sparkled in mine Eye? Age shakes me 
 now, more then fear did then; Helena was ever cruel, Helena, for all Loves fire, was 
 still the Jewel; 'Twas my pleasure still the youth to please, and the raging Lover ease. 
 O let thy Bath replenish those dark lamps with new Virgin Oyle; Do but fix these 
 Teeth, and trembling Hands, and restore what at fifteen I wore; Give me my Gold or 
 Auburn hair, let time this silver wear. 
LOPUS  Pray retire with my servants, who shall prepare the liquor and the fire, and in 
 few hours give you your hearts desire; You shall have Beauty to your Art, such as 
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 shall catch each Lovers Heart; Such amorous lustre in your Eyes, and your gray Hairs 
 so bright shall rise; Your Cheeks shall such fresh Roses bear, your skin so white a 
 slickness wear, as shall a general wonder move and pierce the hardest Hearts with 
 Love. But you must give us your Age. 
HELENA I have forgot, unless by past accidents you can collect; in Charles the Fiftht's 
 dayes I was a Lover. 
LOPUS And when a Maid? 
HELENA  Ha, ha, ha, you make me laugh, a Maid? Alass, a very little, little while; God 
 knows, if ever; Since I knew what 'twas to be one, I am certain I was none. 
LOPUS  Gentlemen, 'tis late, and my Patients attend their Fate; Come, bring in this Lady, on 
whom I will shew such Art, shall make you all that see admire my part.  (pp. 363-64) 
 
In The Second Part of The Rover, the ageing courtesan retains her status as a site of curiosity, 
but Behn adds a physically very funny punishment for being too enraptured by such a site. 
She also couches her distraction in terms of masculine honour, effrontery, and vengeance: 
 
Enter PETRONELLA ELENORA carried in a Chair, Dress’d like a Girl of Fifteen 
 
SHIFT Room there, Gentlemen, room for a Patient. 
BLUNT Pray, Seignoir, who may this be thus muzl’d by old Gaffer time? 
CARLO One Petronella Elenora, Sir, a famous out-worn Curtezas. 
BLUNT Elenora, she may be that of Troy for her Antiquity, tho fitter for God Priapus to      
ravish than Paris 
SHIFT Hunt, a word, dost thou see that same formal Politician yonder, on the Jennet, the 
Nobler Animal of the two? 
HUNT What of him? 
SHIFT ’Tis the same Drew on the Captain this Morning, and I must revenge the affront. 
HUNT Have a care of Revenges in Spain, upon Persons of his Quality. 
SHIFT Nay — I’le only steal his Horse from under him. 
HUNT Steal it, thou may’st take it by force perhaps, but how safely is a Question. 
SHIFT I’le warrant thee — shoulder you up one side of his great Saddle, I’le do the like on 
t’other; then heaving him gentle up, Harlequin shall head the Horse from between his 
Worship’s Legs: all this in the Crowd will not be perceiv’d, where all eyes are 
imploy’d on the Mountibank. 
HUNT I apprehend you now —   
      
Whilst they are lifting Petronella on the Stage of the Mountibank, they go into the Crowd, 
shoulder up Carlo’s Saddle, Harlequin leads the Horse forward, whilst Carlo is gazing, and 
turning up his Mustacho’s — they hold him up a little while, then let him drop—he rises and 
stares about for his Horse — 
(II.1.275-94) 
 
Behn does not challenge Killigrew in relation to the curiosity that the ageing woman’s body 
elicits. Instead, Behn’s radical departure from Thomaso renders the female body secondary 
both as a curiosity and as a locus for humour in comparison to the consequences of adhering 
rigidly to and negotiating codes of masculine behaviours. Fundamentally, Behn transforms 
the comical artifice of the scene: whereas in Thomaso, Helena, though her pseudo-verse, and 
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detailed explication of her physical appearance is linguistically and physically a singular 
oddity, in The Second Part of The Rover, she becomes symbolic more generally of the 
secondary nature of the female body to the conflicts within male relationships. Behn also, as 
is characteristic of her adaptation of Killigrew more generally, radically trims his verbiage. 
The result is a scene fundamentally different from its source, even whilst it shares with it 
substantial stretches of dialogue. 
 
The material text in Behn’s play: the female body and marriages. 
 
Aphra Behn is by no means uniform in her treatment of material texts in her drama, and in 
The Second Part of The Rover, the few representations of a material text are always 
contingent on either verification or acceptance, with the implication that they can be rejected 
or disproven. As Hughes notes of this play, however, there ‘are texts which promise absolute 
male control of the female body, but they are the frauds of an absent and unknown figure, the 
“true” liar who never appears, and who is falsely imitated by Willmore’.18 Hughes goes on to 
suggest that, excepting Willmore’s ‘distinctly paradoxical text, [...] there is no writing or 
imaging in the play at all. When Willmore, as mountebank, holds a paper, it is not a text: it 
contains power for the rejuvenation of bodies’.19 It is indeed the case that there are no acts of 
writing in The Second Part of The Rover, in contrast with both The Rover and both Parts of 
Thomaso. So as to properly understand Behn’s procedures when constructing her play it is 
necessary to note, though, that the ‘distinctly paradoxical text’ to which Hughes here refers is 
not Behn’s invention. It is appropriated from Thomaso (appropriated, in turn, from Volpone). 
In Behn’s re-rendering, this is a material vessel for a substance designed to produce physical 
transformation:  
 
Behold, this little Paper, which contains a Powder, whose value surmounts that of 
Rocks of Diamonds and Hills of Gold; 'twas this made Venus a Goddess, and given 
her by Apollo, from her deriv'd to Hellen, and in the Sack of Troy lost, 'till recover'd 
by me out of some Ruins of Asia. Come, buy it, Ladies, you that wou'd be fair and 
wear eternal Youth; and you in whom the Amorous Fire remains, when all the 
Charms are fled: you that dress young and gay, and would be thought so, that Patch 
and Paint, to fill up tomes old furrows on your brows, and set your selves for 
Conquest though in vain; here's that will give you aubern Hair, white Teeth, red Lips, 
and dimples on your Cheeks: Come, buy it all you that are past bewitching, and wou'd 
have handsom, young and active Lovers. (II.1.233-44) 
                                            
18 Hughes, Theatre, p. 128. 
19 Hughes, Theatre, p. 128. 
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As she trimmed Killigrew’s close following of Volpone, Behn wholly excised Thomaso’s 
preoccupation with the powder’s ability to restore female sexual desire, instead associating its 
properties exclusively with measurable effects on the body, and the ways in which such 
effects might ‘advance’ their ‘Husbands to Lord Mayors’ (II.1.247-48). Killigrew’s Thomaso, 
by contrast, extols the ‘wonderfull variety of Amorous effects belonging to it’: 
 
Here is likewise a Powder conceal'd in this Paper, of which, if I should speak to the 
worth, five thousand volumns were but as one Page, that Page as a Line, that Line as a 
word; so short is this Pilgrimage of Man (which some call Life) to the expressing of it. 
Or if I would reflect upon the Price, why the whole world were but as an Empire, that 
Empire as a Province, that Province as a Bank, that Bank as a private purse, to the 
purchase of it. I will onely tell you; It is the very Powder that made Venus a Goddess, 
(given her by Apollo) that kept her perpetually young, clear'd her wrinckles, firmed 
her gums, filled her skin, colour'd her hair; from her derived to Helen, and at the Sack 
of Troy unfortunately lost, till now in this our Age it was as happily recovered by a 
Studious Antiquary, out of some ruines of Asia; who sent a Moyety of it to the Court 
of France, but much sophisticated: The rest, at this present, remains with me, 
extracted to a Quintescence; so that, wherever it but touches, in youth, it perpetually 
preserves; in Age restores the Complexion, Seats your Teeth (did they dance like 
Virginal Jacks) as firm as a wall, makes them white as Ivory, that were as black as 
Jeat; and with the addition of a most wonderful Bath, of my own preparation, It will 
tinct a gray hair pure Auburn, and make it grow so; make you cast your old harsh skin 
for one as fresh and smooth as Laeda's, and so supple and quicken your Joynts and 
Nerves, as but seldom using it, you shall ever enjoy your juvenile Activities, Gustos, 
and total Abilities, to the Admiration of all that formerly knew you; Many other rare 
effects there are of this Powder and Bath, too tedious to reckon in this place; but 
whosoever has a mind to try them, if they please to repair to me at my lodging, shall 
be more particularly informed. Onely this I shall add at this present; This Powder has 
likewise a wonderfull variety of Amorous effects belonging to it, which are not here 
to be enumerated; And for my rare Oyl, thuogh [sic] I impart it to the Rich for mony, I 
often cure the Poor for God-sake. (pp. 361-62) 
 
A truly striking difference between this extract from Thomaso and Behn’s re-working of it is 
how extensively Killigrew rhapsodises on what he presents as women’s key concern, the 
need to be young to be beautiful, and the centrality of the ‘Amorous’. Behn’s transformation 
of this source text, by contrast, removes the association between materiality and female 
sexual desire, even when she is dealing, as here, with the deceptive and the fantastical. 
Whereas in The False Count and Sir Patient Fancy, the material text acts as a locus for the 
fulfilment of female sexual desire, the implication here in Behn’s modifications to her source 
text is that female desire is not produced or prescribed through artificialities.  
 The action of the play provides much evidence of this change in focus from a concern 
with women’s sexuality to an interest in physicality more generally. Indeed, in The Second 
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Part of The Rover the question of how physical form might be mis-interpreted is clearly of 
much greater interest than an interest in characters’ desire to manipulate. Many of the 
episodes that are relevant to this question show their concern quite overtly, such as when the 
‘Giantess’ ‘cannot enter at that low Door’ and is required to ‘go in at twice’. The two men 
impersonating the giant form separate: ‘Hunt being all Doublet, leaps off from another Man 
who is all in Britches, and goes out, Britches follows stalking’ (III.1.168-70 SD). Behn 
emphasises this most clearly in two departures from her main source text. Towards the end of 
Part I of Thomaso, for instance, Edwardo and Mathias both find themselves in the prostitute 
Lucetta’s bed, each hoping to have sex with her: ‘Edwardo kisses him [Mathias], and they 
both start and feel each others faces and find Beards, Mathias shruggs, and would be gone’ 
before the two men begin fighting (p. 377 SD). Killigrew’s English cavalier and Spanish 
lothario are equipped to read the male body in a way that Behn’s are not. In her parallel scene, 
after ‘Featherfool struggles, Carlo rises, and takes him in his Arms and kisses him’, 
Featherfool cries, ‘In a shrill voice’, ‘What will you ravish me?’ (IV.1.419-20 SD). It is the 
fact that ‘that voice is not La Nuches’, rather than any ability to interpret physical form that 
reveals the mistaken identities and, as in Thomaso, prompts the fist-fight (IV.1.421). The 
second realm of mis-interpretation of the physical form, especially in terms of the sexualised, 
female body, is explored below, in relation to Behn’s main plot for The Second Part of The 
Rover. 
 
The nature of literary borrowing and the destabilization of sexual and romantic rhetoric 
 
Behn adds to The Second Part of The Rover the figure of Ariadne. She is in love with 
Willmore, but pre-contracted to his friend and rival, Beaumond, who himself, like Willmore, 
is in love with the play’s courtesan, La Nuche. Willmore encounters Ariadne after she has 
been watching his seduction attempt with La Nuche. She observes, ‘He is in Love, but with a 
Curtizan—some comfort in that’ since Willmore’s lack of success with La Nuche is based 
both on the fact that he cannot afford her, and that she is unwilling to negotiate her price, 
unlike her dramatic counterpart in The Rover, Angellica Bianca (I.1.489).20 Ariadne is clear 
with Willmore during their first encounter: ‘I am not to be sold, and so not fond of praise’ 
                                            
20 Susan J. Owen observes of Behn’s repeated trope of having her characters in The Second Part of The Rover 
observing one another for much of the play’s action that ‘we are distanced from the action in a way which 
encourages us to reflect upon the various sex plots, rather than to engage with the characters’. See ‘Behn’s 
Dramatic Response to Restoration Politics’, in The Cambridge Companion to Aphra Behn, ed. by Derek Hughes 
and Janet Todd (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), pp. 68-82 (p. 74). 
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(II.1.35). Although Ariadne is Behn’s addition to the plot, it is through the nature of her 
appropriation from Thomaso, that Behn can use her to demonstrate her rake’s inability to 
distinguish between codes of female behaviours of the kind that his seduction strategies rely 
on. As has been shown above, Willmore does not show much ability to read Ariadne’s body. 
This is shown both when he comes close to engaging in a duel with her when he believes that 
she is, cross-dressed, courting La Nuche, and during the following exchange with Beaumond. 
Asked by his fellow-rake, ‘do ye know who she is?’ he responds, ‘Nor care; ’tis the last 
Question I ever ask a fine Woman’ (III.1.375-93; V.1.475-76).  
 It is, however, in the mode of her appropriation from her source texts, rather than in 
her treatment of any material text on stage, that Behn reveals most fully her interest in 
doubleness in this play. In Killigrew’s play, Thomaso, in conversation with his fellow 
cavaliers and the prostitute whom he has just bedded, Paulina, despite his attraction to her 
sister, denounces what he perceives to be women’s tendency to act on and subsequently 
conceal their sexual desires: 
 
Secrecie a virtue; a damn'd ingrateful vice, only known where small beer is currant, 
despis'd where Apollo or the Vine bless the Country; and though Joves Wife was a 
shrew, yet we find none of his Mistresses hid in Roots or Plants, but fix'd stars in 
heaven, for all to gaze and wonder at, though few have wit to admire, or power to 
imitate; and though I am not Jove, to place my Angellica, or my Paulina there; yet my 
kind heart shall proclaim how fit for such places such starry beauties are. (p. 371) 
 
Behn draws heavily on this speech, as she does with Killigrew’s cavaliers’ seduction rhetoric 
throughout The Second Part of The Rover. Indeed, as Janet Todd notes, ‘The Second Part of 
The Rover has more of the set pieces of Thomaso than the first’. 21 Elaine Hobby, too, 
observes that ‘the relative flatness of the prose in The Second Part of the Rover is an 
indication that more of Killigrew’s play has survived in this later adaptation’. 22 Behn’s 
appropriation of this speech is, though, important for three reasons. Firstly, unlike Killigrew, 
Behn draws an explicit connection between ‘Religion’ and ‘secresie’, prompting her audience 
to reflect on connections to the context of the plots and counter-plots of 1679-1680. Secondly, 
whilst her appropriation could be read superficially as an elision of the virgin/whore 
dichotomy of the kind that Hutner describes, its role in creating a parodic dimension to the 
rake’s seduction rhetoric needs to be examined. Finally, through her appropriation, and the 
                                            
21 Janet Todd, ed., The Works of Aphra Behn, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 1992-1996), VI (1996), p. 457. 
22 Elaine Hobby, ‘“No stolen object, but her own”: Aphra Behn’s Rover and Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso’, 
Women’s Writing, 6 (1999), 113-27 (p. 117). 
104 
 
subtle departures she makes, Behn demonstrates the dangers of blindness in relation not only 
to the physical body, but also to social categories: 
 
ARIADNE Then if I should be kind, I perceive you would not keep the secret. 
WILLMORE Secresie is a damn’d ungrateful sin, Child, known only where Religion and 
 Small-beer are currant, despis’d where Apollo and the Wine bless the Country, you 
 find none of Jove’s Mistresses hid in Rootes and Plants; but fixt Stars in Heaven, for 
  all to gaze and wonder at — and though I am no God, my Dear, I’le do a Mortal’s 
 part, and generously tell th’ admiring World what hidden Charms thou hast: Come, 
 lead me to some place of happiness. (II.1.61-69) 
 
Whereas Thomaso can group together the women whom he openly pays for sex, Angelica 
and Paulina, Willmore’s wish to possess ‘a Tongue to sing the praise of every single pleasure 
thou shalt give me’ is of great concern to Ariadne: as the pre-contracted step-daughter of an 
English ambassador, she is not free to be sung about (II.1.59-60). Willmore here displays 
none of the ‘verbal artistry’ that he had shown in the verse embedded in his prose during his 
courtship of Angellica Bianca, for instance. 23 Instead, in giving to Willmore Thomaso’s 
second-hand words, and stripping them of their literary and their social context, Behn turns 
Thomaso’s boastfulness into Willmore’s short-sightedness. Willmore has scarcely spoken 
when the play’s action exposes the artificiality of this rhetoric: the would-be lovers’ 
conversation draws to a close as they are about to be discovered by Beaumond. Ariadne has 
been designed by her step-father to marry Beaumond, and in such circumstances, Willmore 
remarks, ‘reputation is tender’ (II.1.126). 
 Behn’s undercutting of the sentiments of secrecy in relation to sexual trysts 
appropriated from Killigrew’s rake is further emphasised through the nature of her textual 
borrowings from elsewhere for The Second Part of The Rover. Indeed, Behn looks beyond 
Thomaso as a source text in her treatment of Ariadne, and in so doing, demonstrates the 
precarious nature of the rhetoric of seduction. As she reworks such materials, Behn 
simultaneously undercuts what Hutner refers to as an ‘idealistic celebration and promotion of 
feminine desire’, and highlights the artificiality of Willmore’s seduction rhetoric. For 
instance, like Killigrew’s Thomaso, Ariadne intends to consult with the play’s mountebank in 
order to learn something of the nature of the outcome of her romantic feelings, and ‘whether 
ever any part of him [Willmore] shall be mine’ (II.1.405-06). Whilst preparing herself to 
leave – cross-dressed so as not to be recognized – Ariadne is interrupted by ‘the formal 
                                            
23 Claire Bowditch and Elaine Hobby, ‘Introduction: Aphra Behn, New Questions and Contexts’, Aphra Behn: 
New Questions and Contexts, Women’s Writing special number, ed. by Claire Bowditch and Elaine Hobby, 22 
(2015), 1-12 (p. 9). 
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Matrimonial Fop’, Beaumont (II.1.416). Ignoring him, Ariadne ‘Walks about and sings’ 
(II.1.416 SD): 
 
 ARIADNE Somme nous pas trope heureux24  
   Bell Irise que nous ensemble 
   […] 
   La Nuite est se sombre voiles 
   Coverie, nous desires ardant; 
   Et l’Amour est les Etoyles, 
   Son nous secret confidents. (II.1.417-24) 
 
   [Are we not too happy, beautiful Iris, do you think? [...] The night with 
   its dark shades covers our ardent desires; and love and the stars are 
   our secret confidants.] 
 
The song, which appears in The Second Part of The Rover as a couplet followed by the final 
quatrain of cross-rhyme, separated by an aside, had been published as part of a libretto in 
1661. In exploring the song as a source for Katherine Phillips, Line Cottegnies describes the 
French original as ‘a delicate nocturnal love scene, as one might expect from a serenade’:25  
Sommes nous pas trop heureux, 
Belle Iris, que vous en semble? 
Nous voicy tous deux ensemble. 
Et nous nous parlons tous deux. 
La nuict de se sombre voiles 
Couvre nos desirs ardens. 
Et l’Amour &[?] les Estoiles 
Sont nos secrets confidens. 
 
Mon Coeur est sous vostre loy 
Et n’en peut aimer une autre. 
Laissez moy voir dans le vostre 
Ce qui s’y passe pour moy. 
La Nuit est calme & profonde, 
Nul me vient mal à propos, 
Le repos de tout le monde 
                                            
24 The Huntington library (EEBO) copy of The Second Part of ‘The Rover’ gives quite clearly ‘heureux’ in place 
of the nonsensical ‘beureux’ that appears in The Works of Aphra Behn (II.1.417), which takes the Cambridge 
University Library Brett-Smith 74 as its copy-text. Neither the headnote nor the endnotes to the play identifies 
the source for this song, which has been badly set by the English printer. The literal translation that follows it is 
mine, and it silently corrects the errors introduced by the printer. 
25  Line Cottegnies, ‘New Sources for Two Songs by Katherine Philips’, Appositions, 7 (2014) 
<http://appositions.blogspot.com/>. As Elizabeth H. Hageman and Andrea Sununu have amply demonstrated, 
the song was known to Katherine Philips and it circulated relatively widely in manuscript. See ‘New Manuscript 
Texts and Katherine Philips, the “Matchless Orinda”’, in English Manuscript Studies 1100-1700, vol. 4, ed. by 
Peter Beal and Jeremy Griffiths (London and Toronto: The British Library and The University of Toronto Press, 
1993), pp. 174-219 (p. 196). ‘Song, to the Tune of Somme nous pas trop heureux’ appeared in the 1667, 
posthumous folio of Philips’s verse; it had not appeared in the 1664 edition. See Katherine Philips, Poems by the 
most Deservedly Admired Mrs Katherine Philips (London: H. Herringman, 1667), p. 126. 
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Assure nostre repos.26 
 
[Are we not too happy, beautiful Iris, do you think? Here we are, both 
together, and we are both talking to one another. The night with its 
dark shades covers our ardent desires; and love and the stars are our 
secret confidants. 
My heart is under your law, and cannot love another. Allow me to see 
what is happening for me in yours. The night is calm and deep, 
nothing bad will come to me, the quiet of all the world ensures our 
quiet.] 
 
In excising the lines from Ballet royal de l'Impatience that refer to mutuality and intimacy in 
the first stanza, and dispensing entirely with the second (final) stanza with its promise of 
peace and exclusivity, which would not make sense in the context of Ariadne rejecting 
Beaumond, Behn transforms this delicate seduction song. It becomes a succinctly witty echo 
of Thomaso’s/Willmore’s rejection of secrecy and discretion in relation to sexual intrigue. 
Behn therefore destabilizes both the text and rhetoric of libertine seduction through her 
appropriative mode, and in so doing demonstrates further Willmore’s blindness to social 
categories when such blindness serves his turn.  
 As has been demonstrated above, in The Second Part of The Rover, material texts are 
contingent on either verification or acceptance, with the implication that they can be rejected 
or disproven, and in one of the very few appearances of a physical text – in the form of 
legalized writings – in this play, Behn shows with remarkable complexity the ways in which 
such contingency can function in a woman’s favour.27 Towards the play’s close, as Ariadne 
arrives in a street near Beaumond’s lodgings to meet with Willmore, she is mistaken in the 
dark by Beaumond for her rival for Willmore’s affections, La Nuche. In love with La Nuche 
himself, Beaumond believes he is now with the courtesan. In his ignorance, he actually leads 
off the woman to whom he is already pre-contracted, having tricked Ariadne into believing 
that he is Willmore by ‘counterfeit[ing] his voice’ (V.1.203-04). Shortly after their exit, La 
Nuche’s arrival produces an embarrassing situation for Willmore. Willmore, believing the 
courtesan, La Nuche, to be Ariadne, denounces the former, urging ‘I hope you take me for a 
civiller Person than to throw my self away on Whores’ (V.1.233-34). Ariadne and Beaumond, 
still unaware of one another’s identities, re-appear on stage. Believing herself to be in 
                                            
26 Isaac de Benserade, Ballet royal de l'Impatience: dansé par Sa Majesté, le 19 Feburier 1661 (Paris: R. 
Ballard, 1661), Bibliothèque nationale de France, département Arts du spectacle, Shelfmark Yf-1045, pp. 18-19.  
27 It might be noted also that the role of the writings in the play’s final scene are dramaturgically complicated by 
evident omissions in its printing. (The scene lacks at least one necessary exit by Willmore, who re-appears 
dressed as a mountebank in order to disabuse his cavalier colleagues of their illusions about their dwarf and 
giant, without evidence in the printed text to signal an earlier exit [V.1.512-21]). 
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Willmore’s company rather than Beaumond’s, Ariadne tries to tempt Willmore into 
constancy to her. She goes as far as to offer him not only jewels and land in return for his 
fidelity, but also to secure these with ‘Writings’ in advance of their marriage: 
 
ARIADNE  I yield but on condition, which are these — I give you up a Maid of Youth and 
 Beauty, ten thousand Pound in ready Jewels here—three times the value in Estate to 
 come, of which here be the Writings, you delivering me a handsom proper fellow, 
 heart-whole and sound, that’s all—your Name I ask not till the Priest declare it, who 
 is to seal the bargain: I cannot deceive, for I let you know I am Daughter-in-law to the 
 English Ambassador.        (V.1.431-37) 
 
The revelation of her identity to Beaumond, and Willmore’s subsequent arrival with La 
Nuche prompts the unravelling of the trick, or ‘le denouement’, as discussed earlier in 
relation to John Dryden. Despite Ariadne’s attempts to reject Beaumond, and his own 
attempts to avoid marriage to her, The The Second Part of The Rover ends with Ariadne and 
Beaumond’s agreement to ‘try, if possible, to love so well to be content to marry’ each other, 
despite having endured what Warren Chernaik refers to succinctly as ‘five acts of mutual 
aversion’ to one another (V.1.606-07).28 The jewels and writings do not therefore play an 
explicit role in securing the possibility of this match, but they are explicitly offered in the 
context of marriage and securing fidelity. Again, Behn challenges the association between 
desire and material texts, but in a way that is not wholly unproblematic, especially when the 
earlier context of the plot of The Rover is borne in mind. The writings in The Second Part of 
The Rover serve only at the level of arrangement: where land and jewels can be settled on 
Beaumond by Ariadne, so she must, too, settle for him, as he must for her. Where, as above, 
Elizabeth Barry, this time in the role of La Nuche, is once again paired with William Smith in 
the role of Willmore at the end of what Robert D. Hume refers to as this ‘quite pointless’ 
sequel, Beaumond and Ariadne are a troubling mix of both the Florinda and Belville plot-
strand, and the rejected Angellica Bianca plot-strand.29 Each has been constant to the other 
throughout the play’s action, despite their best efforts to the contrary, but neither has their 
desires realized.  
 Thought by critics to be the only source for The Second Part of The Rover a 
consideration of Behn’s supplementing of Killigrew’s drama brings to light more clearly 
Behn’s own engagement with text and appropriation. In displacing the prominence of 
                                            
28 Warren Chernaik, Sexual Freedom in Restoration Literature (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 
p. 203. 
29 Robert D. Hume, The Rakish Stage: Studies in English Drama, 1660-1800 (Carbondale and Edwardsville: 
Southern Illinois University Press, 1983), p. 98. 
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material texts in her sequal to The Rover, Behn not only makes a radical departure from her 
main source text, Thomaso, but also from her preoccupations elsewhere in her own dramatic 
oeuvre. Indeed, in supplementing Ariadne’s dialogue with a song appropriated from a French 
ballet, though, as above, in circulation in England during the later seventeenth century, Behn 
also reveals the extent of her ability to subvert generic boundaries whilst retaining a text’s 
formal (in this case, prosodic) qualities. In The Second Part of The Rover, then, Behn’s 
appropriative strategies reveal more fully a tension between the simultaneous (characteristic) 
trimming of source texts and the supplementing of these source texts. In part, this is made 
more striking because of the thematic connections that Behn draws out – in the specific case 
of her addition discussed above in relation to the libretto – here the ease by which, through 
omission, the artificiality of cavalier seduction rhetoric can not only be undermined, but can 
be turned upside-down.  
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‘[N]o small, inconsiderate Work’: Aphra Behn’s The Roundheads and John 
Tatham’s The Rump 
 
In order to recognise the key characteristics of Aphra Behn’s remaking of her source for The 
Roundheads in 1681, it is necessary to develop some familiarity with that source. John 
Tatham’s The Rump; or, The Mirror of the Late Times, first performed privately at Dorset 
Court in 1660, is specific to its cultural moment. Tatham presents the activities of the 
Committee of Safety, the military body that, by the final months of the interregnum, had 
extended its jurisdiction beyond that of the Cromwellian Council of State. 1  After the 
restoration of the monarchy and the Committee’s dissolution, pamphlets began to appear that 
satirised the Committee of Safety and its members as an unsatisfactory ruling alternative to 
either church or (parliamentary) state, even whilst indicating that both of these were also 
unsatisfactory. 2  Tatham’s play forms part of the wider cultural discourse that at once 
celebrated the return to power of Charles II, then, and satirised the parliamentarians who had 
overthrown and suppressed monarchical government. The Rump, set very precisely after 
Richard Cromwell’s formal resignation of the position of Protector on 25 May 1659, and 
before General George Monck’s destruction of the City of London’s gates and his arrest of 
eleven leading citizens on 10 February 1660 is, in the words of its recent editor, Judith Bailey 
Slagle, ‘a satire of the fallen leaders’. 3  Tatham presents (John) Lambert and (Charles) 
Fleetwood, a son-in-law of the deceased Oliver Cromwell, as parliamentarian generals, and 
also one another’s rivals for the position of protector. To this he adds Wareston (Warriston, 
president of the Committee of Safety), Desborough (Oliver Cromwell’s brother-in-law and 
member of the Council of State), and other parliamentary commanders including Huson 
(John Hewson), Cobbet (Miles Corbert), and Duckinfield (Duckenfield), as members of the 
Committee, which is depicted as embodying varying levels of greed and incompetency. 
Tatham also includes a role for Lady Lambert, whom he constructs as both politically 
                                            
1 For a recent, in-depth and rigorous analysis of the role of Anthony Ashley Cooper, First Earl of Shaftesbury in 
the shifting and competing ruling systems of the interregnum, see John Spurr, ‘Shaftesbury and the Seventeenth-
Century’, in Anthony Ashley Cooper, First Earl of Shaftesbury, 1621-1683, ed. by John Spurr (Farnham: 
Ashgate, 2011), pp. 1-27.  
2 See, for instance, [Anon.], The Two City Juglers Tichborn, and Ireton (London: T. Vere, 1660). Many of the 
proclamations issued by the Committee related to their attempts to suppress uprisings.  
3 John Tatham, The Rump; or, The Mirror of the Late Times, ed. by Judith Bailey Slagle, in The Broadview 
Anthology of Restoration and Early Eighteenth-Century Drama, ed. by J. Douglas Canfield (Ormskirk: 
Broadview, 2002), pp. 1596-641 (p. 1596); Ronald Hutton, ‘Monck, George, First Duke of Albermarle (1608-
1670)’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography (2004) <www.oxforddnb.com>. 
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ambitious and conceited, someone who believes herself fitter for the title of ‘her Highness’ 
than ‘Madam’ (II.1.5-39).  
 In this aspect of the play, The Rump is part of a short-lived tradition that, in part, 
explored the private aspects of the relationship between Lord and Lady Lambert, and the 
political influence that the latter could exert over her husband. Indeed, surviving, 
contemporary hack pamphlets reveal two related anxieties, both of which Tatham makes full 
use of: the extravagancies and misguided spending of the Committee of Safety, and the extent 
to which a wife might influence her husband’s political decision-making. Such pamphlets 
both imagined and mocked the dynamic of the marriage, and exhibited considerable interest 
in Lady Lambert’s earlier sexual relationship with Oliver Cromwell. Some hack writers also 
gave their pamphlets titillating titles, such as A Curtain-Conference, being a Discourse 
betwixt (the Late Lord Lambert, now) John Lambert Esq; and his Lady, as they Lay a Bed 
Together (probably 1660).4 Others were more interested in mocking the flagrant excesses and 
mismanagement of the country’s finances under the Committee’s rule. A particularly clear 
example is An Exact Accompt of the Receipts, and Disbursments Expended by the Committee 
of Safety, upon the Emergent Occasions of the Nation, in which it was asserted both that £72 
was expended on ‘six dozen […] large fine Holland Handkerchiefs, with great French 
Buttons, for the Lord Fleetwood, to wipe away the Teares from his Excellencies Cheeks’, and 
that £1500 was spent on ‘a Tooth-pick Case of Gold, beset all over with Diamonds, Rubies, 
and Emeraulds’ for Lady Lambert; according to this pamphlet, neither the army nor the navy, 
meanwhile, received any funds at all.5 Tatham’s play draws on all of these anxieties, and at 
the same time, his soldiers spend more time drinking than fighting. In the scene that depicts a 
Committee meeting to consider appeals for funds, discussed in more detail below, the 
Committee’s lawyer, Whitelock, is explicit about the fundamental priorities of their financial 
management: ‘We meet to gratify our friends’, he says (III.1.80). This comes to a head when 
Tatham has Lady Lambert attempting to gain entry to the Committee’s proceedings, being 
prevented by her husband, and acquiescing to withdraw only when he promises to share news 
of her (intended) political elevation with her after the meeting (III.1.250-85). 
 As Rachel Adcock has ably demonstrated in relation to Aphra Behn’s appropriation of 
The Rump’s verbal sparring and iconography in her 1681 comedy, The Roundheads, Behn’s 
                                            
4 [Anon.], A Curtain-Conference, being a Discourse betwixt (the Late Lord Lambert, now) John Lambert Esq; 
and his Lady, as they Lay a Bed Together (London: W. L., 1660[?]). 
5 [Anon.] An Exact Accompt of the Receipts, and Disbursments Expended by the Committee of Safety, upon the 
Emergent Occasions of the Nation. Delivered in by M. R. Secretary to the said Committee, to Prevent False 
Reports, and Prejudicate Censures (London: Jer. Hanzen, 1660), p. 4, p. 8. 
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play was ‘part of the Tory response to the Whig propaganda effort’ that intensified its 
exclusionist focus after March 1681, when Charles II dissolved the third Exclusion 
Parliament. 6 Some of the wider circumstances of those events have been traced by Tim 
Harris, who also links the Tory resurgence in late 1681 – and the flurry of Whig propaganda 
that it prompted – to ‘the installation of a tory mayor’ in the City of London, John Moore.7 
As Derek Hughes points out, though, Behn was not the only dramatist to contribute a 
celebratory response to the thwarted but intensified Whig efforts to pass an Exclusion Bill 
that would have prevented Charles II’s heir presumptive, his Catholic brother James, Duke of 
York, from inheriting the crown and from residing in England; such a Bill would have 
privileged, in James’s place, Charles II’s eldest illegitimate son, James, Duke of Monmouth, 
so as to ensure a Protestant succession. The theatres showed such great interest in these 
matters, Hughes argues, as to produce ‘a prevailing trend in comedy’ of the 1681-82 theatre 
season ‘to celebrate the defeat of Exclusion and to portray the Tory victory as a re-enactment 
of the King’s restoration in 1660’.8 Indeed, that the season was so overwhelmingly Tory is 
shown by the fate of the Whig playwright Thomas Shadwell, whose Lancashire-Witches was 
licensed for performance, but had that licence withdrawn by the Master of the Revels before 
it could be staged. In retaliation, Shadwell had the play printed, drawing attention to ‘all that 
was expunged’ by the Master of the Revels by having the relevant sections ‘Printed in the 
Italick Letter’; the total proposed deletions amounted to about one-tenth of the quarto play-
text.9 
The assessment that Behn was a Tory writer, now as in her own time, is relatively 
secure. 10  It should be noted at starting, therefore, that her treatment of text in The 
                                            
6 Rachel Adcock, ‘“Jack Presbyter in his Proper Habit”: Subverting Whig Rhetoric in Aphra Behn’s The 
Roundheads (1682)’, Aphra Behn: New Questions and Contexts, Women’s Writing special number, ed. by 
Claire Bowditch and Elaine Hobby, 22 (2015), 34-55 (p. 38). 
7 Tim Harris, London Crowds in the Reign of Charles II: Propaganda and Politics from the Restoration until the 
Exclusion Crisis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), p. 132.  
8 Derek Hughes, The Theatre of Aphra Behn (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 139. Hughes gives the example 
of Thomas Durfey’s The Royalist, which he dates to January 1682, as another example of a dramatic celebration 
of Tory triumph. 
9 Thomas Shadwell, The Lancashire-Witches (London: John Starkey, 1682), sig. A2r. J. Douglas Canfield gives 
an exemplary account of Shadwell’s use of Whig rhetoric in this play and the ‘essential worthiness’ that it 
produces in the play’s Whig hero, Sir Edward. See Heroes and States: On the Ideology of Restoration Tragedy 
(Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 1999), pp. 185-86. 
10 I am using the terms ‘Whig’ and ‘Tory’ not to express a neat divide, but instead in a way akin to the 
distinction set down by Alan S. Fisher: ‘“Whig” and “Tory”, as we know, are not definitive words, even in their 
proper sphere of politics, and when they are applied to literary questions, they are even less precise. But if they 
are not precise, they are suggestive. It makes sense to talk about a “Tory” gloom in Swift and Pope, not because 
either man was a functioning member of the Tory party but because the aesthetic, moral, intellectual, and social 
sympathies they express in their writings are analogically united with the political and metaphysical sympathies 
of those who men who call themselves Tories’. Of ‘Whiggish’ writing in contrast with ‘Tory’ writing, Fisher 
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Roundheads demonstrates that she was far from uncritically Tory in her allegiance, even in 
the 1681-82 period of triumph. The discussion that follows will focus in particular on the 
ways in which Behn vastly expands the role of material text in her borrowings from Tatham. 
These adjustments, I shall show, function as a particularly telling example of the play’s 
concerns, as Behn uses material text both as a fruitful site to demonstrate the Whigs’ political 
failings, and to show the cavaliers’ troubling ability to manipulate it to serve their own 
ends.11 In The Roundheads, Behn presents her own Committee of Safety, based heavily on 
Tatham’s. She elaborates on this with an updated, adulterous role for Lady Lambert, as well 
as adding to the plot ‘two “Heroik” cavaliers, Loveless and Freeman, as well as a loyal 
heroine, Lady Desbro, as Adcock also notes. 12 The addition of the characters Loveless, 
Freeman, and Lady Desbro are Behn’s furthest departure from The Rump. Described early in 
the play as ‘an errant Heroick’, Lady Desbro has married the Committee member Lord 
Desbro ‘only to have the better occasion to serve the Royal Party’, and to secure her lover, 
Freeman’s, estate from sequestration by the Committee.13 Set in contrast to that plot are the 
concerns of Loveless, who is adamant that even if ‘one of the Wives of these Pageant Lords’ 
should happen to love him and therefore be in a position to return to him his sequestered 
estate, he ‘wou’d refuse it’ (I.1.164-67). The mutual attraction between Lady Lambert and the 
cavalier, Loveless, which is wholly absent from Tatham’s play, then, serves as a second 
adultery plot in The Roundheads, in addition to that of Freeman and Lady Desbro.14  
Both Derek Hughes and Michael Cordner have suggested that, in adding the cavaliers 
as love-interests of the play’s heroines, Behn is following the tradition of Robert Howard’s 
The Committee. The thrust of Howard’s play, and its heroines’ relative political and marital 
impotency makes it vastly different from Behn’s, however. As Cordner rightly notes, in 
relation to the possible relationship between the two plays, ‘the effect [of that connection] is 
                                                                                                                                       
later suggests that the ‘aesthetic choice[s]’ of the former are founded on basis that ‘[i]deas are to be absolute and 
tangible; their expression is to be plain, explicit, and abrupt’. See Alan S. Fisher, ‘The Significance of Thomas 
Shadwell’, Studies in Philology, 71 (1974), 225-46 (p. 225, p. 230). 
11 Jane Jones seems not to have been aware of Behn’s source play in her otherwise excellent, corrective article 
on Aphra Behn’s early years. Jones implies first-hand knowledge on Behn’s part of the 1659 plot to restore the 
monarchy that might have been gleaned from her source play. See Jane Jones, ‘New Light on the Background 
and Early Life of Aphra Behn’, Notes and Queries, 37 (1990), 288-93 (p. 292). 
12 Adcock, ‘“Jack Presbyter in his Proper Habit”’, p. 35. 
13 Aphra Behn, The Roundheads; or, The Good Old Cause, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 
vols (London: Pickering, 1992-1996), VI (1996), pp. 357-424 (I.1.153-54). Subsequent references are to this 
edition, and are given in parentheses following the quotation. 
14 See Michael Cordner, ‘Sleeping with the Enemy: Aphra Behn’s The Roundheads and the Political Comedy of 
Adultery’, in Players, Playwrights, Playhouses: Investigating Performance, 1660-1800, ed. by Michael Cordner 
and Peter Holland (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), pp. 45-77 (p. 56); Hughes, Theatre, p. 139; Robert 
Howard, The Committee, ed. by Cheryl L. Nixon, in The Broadview Anthology of Restoration and Early 
Eighteenth-Century Drama, ed. by J. Douglas Canfield (Ormskirk: Broadview, 2002), pp. 472-525. 
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more on structure and design than on particular passages of dialogue’. For that reason, The 
Committee is not treated as a possible source here, in line with the principles of establishing 
instances of ‘indubitable borrowing’ discussed in the Introduction. Its existence, along with 
the wider account of such Exclusion Crisis plays given by Hughes and alluded to above 
serves, though, as a useful reminder of the particular theatrical context of Behn’s engagement 
with The Rump. 
 
Critical approaches, the written document and female sexuality 
 
Susan J. Owen characterises The Roundheads as ‘an exception within Behn’s oeuvre’. 15 
Owen suggests that the reason for this exception relates to the play’s cultural moment, ‘when 
the political tide had turned in the King’s favour’. That development presented ‘a substantial 
motivation for Behn to make a vigorous effort at this time to subordinate her capacity for 
feminist insight to the sexually conservative tropes of Toryism in order to demonize the 
Whigs’ attempt to “turn the world upside-down”’. 16  In raising the problem of what 
relationship the play might show between Behn’s Tory commitments and her perceptions 
about women, Owen focuses on an important and provocative matter. Close engagement with 
Behn’s borrowings from and revisions to Tatham in The Roundheads, however, reveals the 
extent to which, rather than subordinating ‘feminist insight’ to ‘Toryism’, Behn produces a 
new and surprising synthesis between the two positions.  
Some details of specific scenes from these related plays will enable a firm 
understanding of their connections and differences. For instance, Behn appropriates from 
Tatham, though expands considerably, the scene in which the play’s women meet to air their 
public and private grievances. Whereas in The Rump, the scene immediately precedes the 
male equivalent – the meeting of the Committee of Safety – in The Roundheads, the women’s 
meeting takes place after ‘the Committee of no Safety all ran away’, as control of the city 
transfers back into the hands of those loyal to the royal cause (V.1.13-14). In her expansions, 
Behn produces roles within ‘the Ladies of the Council’ for Oliver Cromwell’s wife and for 
Loveless, disguised as Lady Make-Shift (V.1.160). In Tatham’s play, by contrast, the all-
women council is precisely that: the ridiculous Lady Lambert delivers a critique of the 
                                            
15 Susan J. Owen, ‘Behn’s Dramatic Response to Restoration Politics’, in The Cambridge Companion to Aphra 
Behn, ed. by Derek Hughes and Janet Todd (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), pp. 68-82 (p. 69). 
16 Owen, ‘Behn’s Dramatic Response to Restoration Politics’, p. 69. 
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sexualized court of Charles I, whilst the rest of her female council calls, in bawdy terms, for a 
reconsideration of the negative perception of cavaliers: 
 
[FIRST] LADY17 As you are a lover of women, let the act of the 24 of June against fornication 
be repealed; methinks it frights as there were a furnace in’t. 
LADY LAMBERT As there were conveniences in that act, which tied up men’s tongues 
from babbling, so there were destructive inconveniences in’t. For familiarity was not 
so frequently used between man and woman as formerly, when, you must know, 
society is the life of the Republics — Martin the First, and Peters the Second — 
indeed things were rather done in fear than freedom. 
FIRST LADY In a Free State who is not free? 
SECOND LADY I beseech you, in the next place, that the Cavaliers may not be looked upon as 
 monsters, for they are men. 
FIRST LADY And that it may be imputed no crime to keep ’em company, for they are 
honest— 
THIRD LADY And men that will stand to their tackling. 
LADY LAMBERT Well, we’ll have these amended.   (II.3.114-32)  
 
The jokes here about erection and sexual parts in the hope that men will ‘stand to their 
tackling’ are wholly consistent with the sorts of demands that also characterise anonymous 
pamphlets in the period that equate ‘freedom’ with greater sexual activity. Often, such 
writings suggest that women’s main concern is with such matters.  
 In her re-working of this scene, however, Behn introduces a number of distinct 
adjustments. The most striking of these is that, rather than having a verbal appeal made by a 
woman for greater sexual freedom, Behn retains the essence of the request, expands it, and 
has it delivered in the form of a petition by the disguised cavalier, Loveless, to Lady 
Lambert’s maid, Gilliflower: 
 
Loveless gives in a Petition to Gilliflower 
 
GILLIFLOWER The humble Petition of the Lady Make-shift (Reads) — Heav’ns! Madam, here 
is many thousand hands to’t of the distressed Sex. 
ALL Read it 
GILLIFLOWER (Reads) Whereas there pass’d an Act June 24th against Fornication and 
Adultery, to the great detriment of most of the young Ladies, Gentlewomen, and 
Commonalty of England, and to the utter decay of many whole Families, especially 
when married to old men; your Petitioners most humbly beg your Honours will take 
this great Grievance into Mature Consideration and that the said Act may be repealed. 
— a blessing on ’em, they shall have my hand too. 
                                            
17 The Broadview edition of this play, cited in full above, takes as its copy-text ‘the Second Impression, 
Corrected, with many Additions’ (London: W. Godbid, 1661), which gives this speech to ‘1 Lady’. Because 
elsewhere in the Broadview edition and the 1661 second impression referred to as ‘First Lady’ and ‘1 Lady’ 
respectively, I have introduced the emendation above. 
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LADY LAMBERT We acknowledge, there are many Grievances in that Act: but there are 
many Conveniences too, for it ties up the Villanous Tongues of men from boasting 
our Favours.  
CROMWELL But as it layes a Scandal on Society — ’tis troublesom, Society being the very 
Life of a Republick — Peters the first, and Martin the Second. 
LOVELESS But in a Free State, why shou’d not we be free? 
LADY DESBRO Why not? we stand for the Liberty and Property of our Sex, and will present it 
to the Committee of Safety. 
LOVELESS Secondly, we desire the Heroicks, vulgarly call’d the Malignants, may not be 
look’d on as Monsters, for assuredly they are Men; and that it may not be charg’d to 
us as a Crime to keep ’em company, for they are honest men. 
SECOND LADY And some of ’em men that will stand to their Principles. (V.1.248-73) 
 
Delivered by a man disguised as a woman, this petition’s status as the verifiable view of a 
real woman is no longer secure: this is a document supposedly signed by women, presented 
by a man who is merely pretending to be a member of the female sex.  
 Behn’s inclusion of a petition here still serves, of course, to satirize its 
parliamentarian (updated as Whig) recipients. In its wider context of Restoration petitioning, 
though, it also serves as a cautionary reproach to Tories. As Mark Knights has shown in his 
article ‘London’s “Monster” Petition of 1680’, not long before the staging of The 
Roundheads, ‘the largest of the mass petitions promoted’ during the years of the Popish Plot 
and resultant Exclusion Crisis had been circulated. This was submitted to Charles II on 13 
January 1680, in an effort to exert enough public pressure on the monarch to convince him to 
call a parliament.18 Knights posits of the largest known petition from the late seventeenth 
century that ‘[a]lthough its first 23 sheets are missing, possibly decayed, the remaining 167 
sheets contain 15,734 signatures, suggesting a figure of just under 18,000 if the lost front 
pages contained a similar concentration of names’.19 Even once Knights’s careful caveats 
about how to interpret the evidence are taken into account, this was clearly a very large 
petition indeed, but Charles II did not spontaneously oblige. Instead, as Knights notes, just 
‘[one] day or so after the London petition had been launched, a proclamation was issued 
against tumultuous petitioning, and Charles summoned the lord mayor and aldermen to tell 
                                            
18 Mark Knights, ‘London’s “Monster” Petition of 1680’, Historical Journal, 36 (1993), 36-67 (p. 40, p. 48). 
19 Knights, ‘London’s “Monster” Petition of 1680’, p. 40. See also the tabulated reconstruction of signatories by 
the political affiliation of their trade and company where known. Knights is rightly cautious about the reliability 
of such reconstructed evidence, not least because of its partiality, and because the overarching political 
persuasion of a company could not possibly hope to account for all of its members. Finally, Knights draws on 
data from the 1682 election to determine likely political allegiance in 1679-80, which he recognises as both 
problematic and anachronistic (p. 61). With each of these caveats in mind, however, Knights’s evidence 
suggests that the majority of traceable signatures were from those who worked for predominantly Whig 
companies, though signatures of those who worked for predominantly Tory companies make up a significant 
minority of the petition’s hands. 
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them to act against the promoters of petitions’.20 When Behn introduces a petition into this 
meeting of the play’s ladies, therefore, she prompts her audience to think across to those 
recent public events, and to reflect on the scale of opposition to the government that was 
gathering.  
 Melinda S. Zook notes in relation to ‘the Whig petition movement’ that although this 
kind of document came to be most associated with royal opposition, it did not present a 
serious threat to the stability of the crown.21 In that context, having Loveless speak of having 
garnered ‘many thousand [women’s] hands’ to a petition for greater sexual liberty and licence 
might be seen as serving to undercut the seriousness of the Whigs’ political concerns: just as 
the supposedly female complaints here are trivial, so are the protestations of Whigs, the logic 
might go. As is so often the case with Behn’s reworkings of her sources, no simple formula 
of interpretation can neatly summarise what she has done. For instance, it might reasonably 
be argued that in having Loveless disguise himself so effectively here, Behn is implying that 
the differences between Tories and Whigs might be less absolute than propaganda 
suggestions: a staunch royalist might easily masquerade as a Whig, and vice versa. Whatever 
interpretation is made of the scene’s politics, it is certainly the case that Behn’s alterations to 
her source cannot be summarised, as Owen suggests, as her choosing to ‘subordinate her 
capacity for feminist insight’. Instead, Behn’s additions to and reworkings of her source play 
here are actively supplementary in this respect. For instance, in a relatively small adjustment 
to The Rump, changing ‘babbling’ to ‘boasting’, Behn produces a different implication about 
masculine discourse on female sexuality. Whereas in Tatham’s play, his ladies reflect that the 
act against fornication has ‘tied up men’s tongues from babbling’, in The Roundheads, the act 
is said to have its positive side in that it ‘ties up the Villanous Tongues of men from boasting 
our Favours’. Whereas Tatham’s men merely babble, Behn’s men might be expected, 
dangerously, to boast. Behn also supplements her borrowings about the logics of repealing 
the act against fornication in other ways. In The Rump, the rationale for such a repeal is set 
firmly in the context of women’s sexual insatiability and voraciousness. Instead of this, Behn 
makes explicit in the text of her petition what she had already shown, and was again to stage 
as implicit elsewhere: ‘the great detriment’ of marrying young women to old men.  
 Equally as significant in terms of what Owen refers to as Behn’s presentation in The 
Roundheads of the ‘sexually conservative tropes of Toryism’ is the redistribution and 
                                            
20 Knights, ‘London’s “Monster” Petition of 1680’, p. 46. 
21  Melinda S. Zook, Radical Whigs and Conspiratorial Politics in Late Stuart England (University Park: 
Pennsylvania State University Press, 1999), p. 27, p. 13. 
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introduction of lines that pertain explicitly to male management of female sexuality. For 
instance, in Tatham’s scene, Lady Lambert is endowed with the authority to proclaim ‘we’ll 
have these amended’, in relation to the laws governing women’s sexual freedom. Behn’s 
Lady Desbro has a more accurate sense of the limitations on women’s real power, by contrast, 
declaring that the repeal of such laws must be ‘present[ed ….] to the Committee of Safety’; 
that limitation of female political influence is further reduced by the fact, unknown to Lady 
Desbro at this point in the play, that that committee been disbanded. It is also the case that 
although at first encounter it might seem that Behn is taking political sides here, a fuller grasp 
of the action evades that, for two reasons. Firstly, as has been outlined above, Lady Desbro is 
presented from the play’s beginning as a royalist. This has the effect that she cannot be seen, 
in her actions as a member of this committee, either as a simple royalist, or as a pure Whig. In 
using conventional Whig rhetoric to defend women’s position, declaring ‘we stand for the 
Liberty and Property of our Sex’ (my emphasis), she also satirizes the Whigs’/Committee’s 
management of female sexuality.22 The result is, simultaneously, a paradoxical subversion of 
and dependence on the authority of Whig governance. Secondly, and perhaps most crucially, 
though, is the identity of the character who most speaks up for women. It is not a woman, but 
the disguised cavalier, Loveless, who in Behn’s scene promotes – both textually and verbally 
– greater sexual freedom for women, and introduces the subject of frustrated female sexual 
desire in the context of airing ‘private Grievances’ (V.1.234). The extent to which Behn 
aligns cavalier promotion of female sexual freedom with self-interest becomes only fully 
clear towards the end of the scene. Loveless proposes the motion to the women’s council that 
no ‘Husband shou’d interupt his Wife, when at her private Devotion’. The audience in Behn’s 
theatre must surely have seen an irony here. Just a scene earlier, Loveless had come close to 
being discovered in Lady Lambert’s chamber by her husband, whilst she pretended to be ‘at 
her Devotion’, rather than entertaining her lover (V.1.283-84; IV.2.240). Assertions that a 
woman must be uninterrupted ‘at her private Devotion’ can only been seen as male lover’s 
self-interest in that immediate context. In all these ways, Behn’s scene is a much more 
complex and interesting exploration of debates about what women want than Tatham’s one. 
Through all her adjustments, Behn draws attention to the unreliability of discourse 
concerning women’s sexual licence. This is achieved partly through a (manipulated?) 
material text in the form of a petition, one that itself displays a curious and unhappy blend of 
                                            
22 See, for instance, Roger L’Estrange’s satirical engraving entitled The Committee; or, Popery in Masquerade 
(1680), in which a rabble of Whig petitioners are presented, standing next to the fallen bust of Charles I, holding 
a placard that reads ‘Liberty Property’. The engraving was reprinted the following year with an ‘Explanation’. 
See Roger L’Estrange, The Committee; or, Popery in Masquerade (London: Henry Brome, 1681). 
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collectivity, subordination, and discontent. Partly, too, the problems of discussions of female 
sexual activity are signalled through having matter raised by the cross-dressed Loveless, and 
elaborated in his implicit demonstration of the masculine/cavalier advantage that can lurk 
beneath what is explicitly said in such discourse. 
Behn includes in her scene a further cautionary critique of royalism and political 
conversion, however, which also centres on a material text. Following her source, in The 
Roundheads, proceedings of the council of ladies are recorded in written form by Lady 
Lambert’s maid. In a two-fold departure from The Rump, though, the context of the petition 
discussed above is altered in such a way as to offer an implicit critique of converted royalists’ 
relationship with text, with consequences for women’s sexual freedom. Unlike in The Rump, 
when Lady Lambert chairs the meeting of the women’s council, and Loveless’s petition is 
presented, Lady Desbro has already observed that Loveless has ‘done good on’ and 
‘converted’ Lady Lambert to the royal cause (V.1.207). It is, therefore, in the context of 
political conversion to Toryism that, disguised as Lady Make-Shift, Loveless highlights the 
ways in which a written record (here the minutes of the meeting) can obscure contradiction 
and fabrication if left uninterrogated: 
 
LOVELESS I petition for a Pension, my Husband, deceas’d, was a constant active man, in 
all the late Rebellion, against the Man; he plunder’d my Lord Capel, he betray’d his 
dearest Friend Brown Bushel, who trusted his Life in his hands, and several others; 
plundering their Wives and Children even to their Smocks 
LADY LAMBERT Most considerable Service, and ought to be consider’d. 
[…] 
   Proceed to private Grievances. 
LOVELESS An’t please your Honours, my Husband prayes too much; which both hinders 
his private Bus’ness at home, and his Publick Services to the Commonwealth — 
LADY LAMBERT A double Grievance — set it down, Gilliflower. (V.1.211-38)   
 
Like the ‘Grievance’, the deception here is double. Whiggish officiousness and capacity for 
misinterpretation is mocked as Loveless here presents himself, presumably convincingly, as a 
woman; meanwhile, the episode highlights that, even in the context of the promotion of the 
royal cause, the act of writing and a material text can be exploited as a substitute for critical 
interrogation, even between those aligned with the Toryism. In exploring some of The 
Roundhead’s troubling and contradictory tropes, Robert Markley suggests that Lady Lambert 
is a ‘complex and problematic character’, but that ‘she is not presented as a satiric butt’.23 In 
                                            
23  Robery Markley, ‘“Be Impudent, be Saucy, Forward, Touzing, and Leud”: The Politics of Masculine 
Sexuality and Feminine Desire in Behn’s Tory Comedies’, in Cultural Readings of Restoration and Eighteenth-
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part, this is true. Behn’s treatment of her is certainly kinder than Tatham’s: she is less stupid, 
and less one-dimensional. She is still, though, a vehicle for the royalist mockery of the sexual 
– and political – impotence of those opposed to them, and a character that is designed to 
prompt laughter. In discussing the origins of her political ambitions, for instance, Lady 
Lambert explains that it was Oliver Cromwell, of whom she was famously a mistress, ‘who 
first infus’d Politiques into me’ (II.1.135).24 Lady Lambert’s treatment of text elsewhere in 
the play, discussed below, reveals the extent to which it is officious authority that Behn is 
here deriding, rather than female self-delusion. 
 
Male Whigs and Petitions 
 
There is evidence in The Roundheads of a brief effort on Behn’s part to reclaim petitioning 
for the royal cause. As I have outlined above, Whig engagement with petitioning, particularly 
between 1679 and 1680, was extensive, and petitions were used by Whigs to form and inform 
their challenges to monarchical decisions. In this context, Behn undermines both Whig 
engagement with such activities and their effectiveness in the way that she adapts her source 
text.25 This is at play when Behn develops for her own ends The Rump’s depiction of the 
Committee of Safety’s promotion of its members’ economic interests through their own 
petitions for funds. She supplements Tatham’s treatment of petitions in two key departures. 
Firstly, when Loveless and Freeman are at risk of being discovered courting Lady Lambert 
and Lady Desbro, Lady Lambert disguises them as petitioners for their sequestered estates in 
order to distract her husband from suspecting her virtue. This raises the question of royalists’ 
rights even whilst the disguise serves sexual ends. Secondly, whilst appropriating dialogue 
from The Rump for the scene in which The Committee of Safety meets in The Roundheads, 
Behn supplements the scene with the presence of Loveless and Freeman, who are petitioning 
for their estates to be returned to them. The ways in which Behn departs from The Rump in 
order to present petitions as promoting the cavaliers’ cause and interests in these scenes will 
therefore be treated in turn here.  
                                                                                                                                       
Century English Theater, ed. by J. Douglas Canfield and Deborah C. Payne (Athens and London: University of 
Georgia Press, 1995), pp. 114-40 (p. 126, p. 127). 
24 The pun here is also cited by Michael Cordner in his discussion of the political complexities of Behn’s Lady 
Lambert. See Cordner, ‘Sleeping with the Enemy’, p. 70. 
25 For discussion of Aphra Behn’s own petition for funds to be released to her from the crown, see Angeline 
Goreau, Reconstructing Aphra: A Social Biography of Aphra Behn (New York: Dial Press, 1980, pp. 101-07; 
Janet Todd, The Secret Life of Aphra Behn (London and New York: Pandora, 2000), pp. 104-05. 
120 
 
 The Committee of Safety meeting is in some ways the simpler case. Here, having 
earlier withdrawn in order to avoid being seen together by Freeman, Lady Lambert and 
Loveless re-appear together on stage at the point that they risk being discovered by Lady 
Lambert’s husband when they are appearing before the Committee of Safety: 
 
GILLYFLOWER Madam, he’s coming up. 
LOVELESS Madam, for my self I care not, but am much concern’d for you. 
 
LADY LAMBERT takes two Papers out of her Pocket and gives ’em to LOVELESS and FREEMAN 
 
LADY LAMBERT Here, take these two Petitions, each of you one, — Poor Fellows — 
you may be gone, your Petitions will not be granted.  (Enter LAMBERT 
LAMBERT How now, my Dear, what Petitions? — Friends, what’s your Bus’ness? 
LADY LAMBERT ’Tis enough we know their Business Love, we are suficient to dispatch 
such Suters, I hope.        (II.1.382-90) 
 
Having returned from the Committee of Safety meeting because he ‘left some Papers behind’, 
Lambert fails to interrogate the papers that his quick-thinking wife has produced, and has put 
into the hands of her would-be cavalier lover and his friend (II.1.422). This lack of 
interrogation by a parliamentarian husband allows the petition to become, briefly, symbolic 
of and synonymous with cavalier potency. In an interregnum context, petitioning had been 
linked to parliamentarian control, and in particular to its powers to sequester royalists’ estates. 
In the context of Behn’s refiguring of that context to make the play connect to the political 
tensions of the 1680s, however, the paper petitions handed in this scene by Lady Lambert to 
the cavaliers signal parliamentarian (Whig) subordination and royalist (Tory) revolution.  
 Although Behn quickly complicates this connection between petitions and cavalier 
potency, she retains the mockery of Lambert, emphasising his greed, nepotism, and financial 
mismanagement, in addition to his status as a cuckold. In expanding the scene from The 
Rump, in which the Committee of Safety meets to distribute funds in response to petitions to 
include pleas by both Loveless and Freeman for the return of their sequestered estates, Behn 
destabilizes the fleeting connection made here between a petition and the gratification of 
sexual desire: 
 
CLERK  My Lords, here are some poor malignant Petitioners. 
LAMBERT Oh, turn ’em out, here’s nothing for ’em; these Fellows were petitioning my 
Lady to day — I thought she had given you a satisfactory Answer? 
LOVELESS She did indeed, my Lord; but ’tis a hard Case, to take away a Gentleman’s 
Estate, without convicting him of any Crime. 
LAMBERT Oh Sir! we shall prove that hereafter. 
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LOVELESS But to make sure Work, you’ll hang a man first, and examine his Offence 
afterwards; a Plague upon your Consciences; my Friend here had a little fairer  Play, 
your Villains, your Witnesses in Pension swore him a Collonel for our Glorious 
Master, of ever blessed Memory, at eight years old; a Play upon their miracles. 
FLEETWOOD Ingeniously, Sirrah, you shall be pillory’d for defaming our reverend 
Witnesses: Guards, take ’em to your Custody both. 
FREEMAN Damn it, I shall miss my Assignation with Lady Desbro; a Pox of your 
unnecessary Prating, what shall I do?      (III.1.266-81) 
 
Lambert’s incomprehension here – he believes that ‘these Fellows were petitioning my Lady 
to day’ when the audience knows that something quite different, and sexual, was aimed at – 
produces laughter at the cuckold’s expense. By extension, the comic association between 
‘petitioning’ and cuckoldry also serves to render opposition to the royal cause as politically 
ridiculous.26 The irony in The Roundheads is only apparent, however, when the Committee’s 
response to the cavaliers’ act of serious petitioning, in the form of Loveless’s impassioned 
speech, threatens to preclude Freeman’s ‘Assignation with Lady Desbro’. Freeman’s release 
is secured by Lady Desbro, who achieves it in part by allowing the revolting ‘Ananias Gogle, 
the Lay Elder of Clements Parish’ to grope her breasts (III.1.294). In exposing the limitations 
and misguided political judgement of the Committee’s members, however, Loveless also 
exposes the fact that they are, in Adcock’s words, ‘willing cuckolds’, here misinterpreting the 
implications of their own discourse.27 
 Loveless’s mockery of the sexual ignorance of Committee’s members is excused by 
Behn in a further departure from The Rump. Whereas in Tatham’s play, the proceedings are 
closed, in The Roundheads, Behn has Loveless and Freeman present to observe and comment 
on the injustices of the Committee’s responses to others’ petitions. This departure is 
reinforced by another one, which connects to prevalent political concerns in 1681. In 
Tatham’s play, the members of the Committee consider seven petitions, some for eye-
watering sums of money, and grant payment to each of them, regardless of whether the 
requests represent ‘good service [to the commonwealth] or not’ (III.1.95-96). Tatham’s 
Lambert is explicit that he does not really care about the nature of the requests; what matters 
to him is the status of a petition’s sender: ‘These things must be granted; we know the 
persons well, they are our friends’ (III.1.241-42). Behn takes the notion of a corrupt petition 
further, however: 
                                            
26 The observation is made by Robert Markley in a different context, though he does not note the resonance 
from this play. See Robert Markley, ‘Aphra Behn’s The City Heiress: Feminism and the Dynamics of Popular 
Success on the Late Seventeenth-Century Stage’, Comparative Drama, 41 (2007), 141-66 (p. 160). Behn would 
also employ the connection between ‘petitioning’ and seduction in her next play, The City Heiress; or, Sir 
Timothy Treat-All, though the associations are not as fully explored or made as humorous as they are here. 
27 Adcock, ‘“Jack Presbyter in his Proper Habit”’, p. 49. 
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CLERK (Reads)A Present to the Right Honourable and truly Vertuous Lady, the Lady Lambert, 
for Service done the late Protector. 
HEWSON Again — say Cromwel. 
CLERK — Cromwel — six thousand pound in Jacobus’s. (III.1.136-39)  
 
In this adaptation, Behn yokes political discourse with sexual discourse, using this to expose 
the ignorance and nepotism of the members of the Committee.28 They object to the use of the 
term ‘Protector’, but, paradoxically, refer to the broad-piece coins they are distributing in 
monarchical terms – ‘Jacobus’ in the Latin form of James, and clearly refers to the late king’s 
head on the coins.  
 In supplementing The Rump with a petition for funds from Lady Lambert in The 
Roundheads, further, Behn also alludes to contemporary anxieties regarding the political 
influence of mistresses of royalty or high-ranking officials. In one sense, this addition on 
Behn’s part suggests an affinity with John Dryden’s preface to ‘Absalom and Achitophel’. In 
that preface, published earlier in 1681, Dryden says of political factionalism that ‘Wit and 
Fool, are Consequents of Whig and Tory: And every man is a Knave or an Ass to the 
contrary side’.29 In a similar way, in her presentation of the half-hidden sexual motivations of 
petitioning, Behn implies that neither political nor religious affiliation precludes the keeping 
of mistresses, and indeed can facilitate their influence. In another sense, Behn exposes the 
hypocrisies of Whig anxieties about the possible influence of royal mistresses. Again, so 
current a topic has its resonances in Dryden’s ‘Absalom and Achitophel’; for instance, as 
Steven N. Zwicker notes, Dryden enacts a ‘veiled and at times daring criticism of a 
promiscuous king’ when he presents ‘Israel’s Monarch’ as having ‘Scatter’d his Maker’s 
Image through the Land’ (ll. 7-10). 30 Such criticisms can also be seen in contemporary 
pamphlet literature. A particularly clear example is The History of Whiggism; or, The 
Whiggish-Plots, Principles, and Practices (Mining and Countermining the Tory-Plots and 
Principles) in the Reign of King Charles the First. Here, during a satirical dialogue between a 
Whig and a Tory, the Whig speaker aligns the practices of Cambyses, the King of Persia, of 
keeping of ‘whores in abundance’ (italics in original) with the development of incest, as he 
                                            
28 Later in the play, Lady Lambert downplays any sexual relationship with Oliver Cromwell, blaming her 
husband for attempting to make her sexually available to the Protector in order to gain political ‘Glory’ 
([IV].2.270). 
29 John Dryden, ‘Absalom and Achitophel: A Poem’, in The Poems of John Dryden, ed. by James Kinsley, 4 
vols (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1958), I (1958), pp. 215-43 (p. 215). Subsequent references are to this edition 
and are given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. 
30 Steven N. Zwicker, Politics and Language in Dryden’s Poetry: The Art of Disguise (Princeton, NJ: Princeton 
University Press, 1984), p. 86. 
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then sought ‘to make his own Sister his Miss; and not only so, but he could have been 
tempt’d and could find in his heart to make her his Wife’ (italics in original).31 Specific 
concerns about the elevation and preferment of royal mistresses can be seen in pamphlets 
such as A Dialogue between the D. of C. and the D. of P at their Meeting in Paris. In this 
pamphlet an imagined discourse takes place between  the Duchess of Portsmouth, Louise 
de Kéroualle, and  the Countess of Castlemaine, Barbara Villiers. The latter elevates herself 
to the status of a monarch: ‘When I did raign I like a Queen did show / I sat above and saw 
Crown’d heads below’. 32 Behn’s explicit addition to Tatham’s scenario of the financial 
benefits bestowed on Lady Lambert, in the coded context of payment for sexual favours, 
therefore, serves a particular politically loaded purpose. It exposes the hypocrisy of the 
parliamentarian (so, Whig) faction, who sought to associate Charles II’s relationships with his 
mistresses with the kind of rule that is predicated on unaccountable interests. 
 As I have outlined above, not only does Behn supplement the way that The Rump 
depicts the Committee of Safety’s promotion of the economic interests of the members’ 
spouses. She also follows Tatham closely in the distributing of financial gifts and titles 
between Committee members themselves. Indeed, as the Committee’s lawyer, Whitelock, 
notes in a line quoted in part in the title of this chapter, ‘To wrest the Law to our convenience 
/ Is no small, inconsiderate Work’ (III.236-37).33 In this connection, it can be seen that Behn 
follows Tatham in the Committee of Safety scene where members bestow a lump sum 
payment and a pension on the Scottish statesman, Wareston, who is modelled on Archibald 
Johnson. Here is Tatham’s version: 
 
WHITELOCK You have a petition then? 
WARESTON Geod feath, I had been a very fool else. 
LAMBERT Give us the substance of it. 
CLERK ‘That your Honors would be pleased, in consideration of his faithful service and the 
constant charge he is at, both at home and abroad—’ 
HUSON That’s his whores. 
CLERK ‘To grant him some certain considerable sum of money for his present supply’. 
DUCKINFIELD Order him two thousand pound. 
LAMBERT  Seriously, let it be three thousand, gentlemen. You must understand he is 
much in debt. 
[…]  
                                            
31 [Anon.], The History of Whiggism; or, The Whiggish-Plots, Principles, and Practices (London: E. Smith, 
1682), p. 76. 
32 [Anon.], A Dialogue between the D. of C. and the D. of P at their Meeting in Paris (London: J. Smith, [1678-
83?]), p. 3. (I suggest a publication date of between 1678 and 1683 here because of the location given on the 
title-page of this short pamphlet poem. The Duchess of Cleveland returned to England from Paris in 1682.) 
33 In The Works of Aphra Behn, the first line quoted here reads ‘To wrest the Law tob our convenience’. The 
EEBO copy of The Roundheads (from the Huntington Library) reads as above (p. 27). 
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WARESTON Clerk, gang a teeny bit farder. 
CLERK ‘That your Honors would be pleased to confer some annual pension upon him’. 
LAMBERT Gentlemen, I think that but reason; he has been faithful, and I hold him a good 
Comonwealth man and the rather because Haslerigge hath so bespattered him. Since 
you have consented to his present supply, let him not suffer for want of a future one. 
What think you of four hundred pounds per an? ’Tis but small. Say are you willing 
to’t, Gentleman? 
OMNES Aye, Aye, Aye. 
LAMBERT Are you pleased, my lord? 
WARESTON Bread, that’s a question indeed; ounz, sir, ye ha’ won my heart. (III.1.153-92) 
 
Whereas in Tatham’s scene, the petition is, for Wareston, an obvious material text that can be 
used to prevent him from looking like a ‘fool’ in his requests, in Behn’s reworking of the 
scene, reliance on it becomes ‘troublesom’. Behn also transforms the petition into a symbol 
of political divisiveness and point-scoring, as responses to the requests inscribed on it 
determine allegiance, even within factions: 
 
WARISTON Scribe, pretha read my Paper — 
HEWSON Have you a petition there! 
COBBET A Petition, my Lord. 
HEWSON Pshaw, You Scholards are so troublesom. 
LAMBERT Read the Substance of it. 
CLERK That your Honours wou’d be pleas’d, in consideration of his Services, to grant to your 
Petitioner a considerable Sum of Money for his present supply. 
FLEETWOOD Verily, order him two thousand pound —  
WARISTON Two thousand poond? Bread a gued, and I’s gif my Voice for Fleetwood. 
(Aside 
LAMBERT Two thousand; nay, my Lords, let it be three. 
WARISTON Wons, I lee’d, I lee’d; I’s keep my voice for Lambert. [Aside] 
[…] 
  Scribe — gang a tiny bit farther. 
CLERK — And that your Honours wou’d be pleas’d to coner an Annual Pension on him.— 
LAMBERT Reason, I think; What say you my Lords of five hundred pound a year? 
ALL Agreed, agreed. 
WARISTON The Diel swallow me, my Lord, ya won my heart.  (III.1.167-94)  
 
Behn makes current for 1681 the request for £400 by altering the amount of the pension 
bestowed by the Committee on Wariston to £500. This tiny but meaningful change is typical 
of the many ways in which she updated her source to reflect her own time.34 Behn here also 
removes the reference to Wariston’s debt – which in Tatham’s scene mitigates the 
extravagancy of the increase in funds promised to him – and instead emphasises the 
competition between Fleetwood and Lambert for the Committee members’ support, and the 
                                            
34 See http://www.measuringworth.com. This shows that the income value, economic status, and economic 
power of £400 in 1660, the year in which The Rump was first performed, ranged from between £488 and £501 
by 1681, when The Roundheads was first staged.  
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lack of compunction amongst royal opposition about having their support bought. In the light 
of such features, it can be seen that when Susan J. Owen suggests that ‘Behn’s play associates 
Whiggish anti-popery and patriotism with puritan sexual hypocrisy, folly, pretension, 
philistinism, and low-class money-grubbing’, she is correct. It is also the case, though, that 
through coupling such ‘low-class money-grubbing’ with factionalised in-fighting and 
nepotism, Behn goes further. In such developments she echoes the sentiments of a 1679 
petition to Charles II from his ‘Loyal Subjects’ that called for the appointment of officials 
independent of Charles II’s financial support to a session of parliament, and to positions of 
legal office.35 The Nations Agrievance suggests 
 
[t]hat all Court-Officers, Militia-Officers, Pentioners, and other Indigent Officers, of 
what Degree or Quality soever, are not in the apprehension of the Common people 
and your Majesties Loyal Subjects, accounted compitent in their Judgments for your 
Majesties great Counsel and Advisors about such mighty matters and Cases wherein 
Paliaments ought to be imployed and concerned, but upon Trial many of them have 
been found the Imbezelers of your Majesties and the Nations Treasure.36 
 
That sort of petition, and those sorts of grievances, are what Behn is prompting her audience 
to think about as she adapts Tatham’s scene for their Exclusion Crisis context. 
 The Nations Agrievance ends with specific concerns regarding another key concern of 
the day, the nature and prevalence of bribes. These are described as  
 
an absolute Gain and Prey on your good subjects, who may not presently have their 
Eyes open to see the Evil attendancy of such Covert Bribery, who by perverting the 
prime and main end of an Election (for your Majesties chief and great Counsel and the 
Countries Representatives) do in the main hereof, pursue a way whereby a stop is put to 
the very Current of Justice so perverted by Bribery) namely Guifts and Rewards; that 
end it most unavoidably in a Nations Ruine, unless timely prevented. (p. 4) 
 
It is interesting in this connection, then, that Behn’s reworking of Tatham’s scene also turns 
to the question of bribery. She adds to the concerns explored in The Rump an explicit 
                                            
35 Susan J. Owen, ‘Behn’s Dramatic Response to Restoration Politics’, p. 70. There are a number of excellent 
historical studies of the proceedings of the House of Lords that sketch relatively extensively the range of Whig 
factionalism, especially in relation to the petitions for and responses to a recall of parliament. See, for instance, 
Tim Harris, London Crowds in the Reign of Charles II: Propaganda and Politics from the Restoration until the 
Exclusion Crisis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), esp. p. 100, where Harris suggests that the 
Whig use of clubs and societies may have contributed to the divergent interests emerging within the movement 
in the early 1680s; Jonathan Scott, Algernon Sidney and the Restoration Crisis, 1677-1683 (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1991). See, especially p. 73 where in taking to task J. R. Jones’s The First Whigs: 
The Politics of the Exclusion Crisis, 1678-1683 (Oxford and London: Oxford University Press, 1970), Scott 
offers a useful reminder that private papers and records of the Houses should not be taken to reflect the 
information disseminated to the wider, reading public. 
36 The Nations Agrievance (By way of Address from Loyal Subjects) Presented to his Majesty the King of Great 
Britain (1679), p. 2. Subsequent references are given in parentheses immediately following the quotation. 
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reference to paying for the Committee’s expenditure with ‘Ten thousand pound a year in 
Bribes’. This is rebuffed but not wholly countered by the Committee’s chair, who responds 
that ‘Bribes are not so frequent now as in Old Noll’s dayes’ (III.1.242-43). It is clear that in 
this alteration to Tatham’s agenda, The Roundheads is engaging with a very topical issue, as 
is shown in the fact that the problem of bribes between political parties is also taken up and 
made light of by other playwrights in the same season as The Roundheads. For instance, in 
his prologue to Vertue Betray’d; or, Anna Bullen, performed in around March 1682, John 
Banks declares the apolitical nature of his play – ‘He brings before your Eyes a modern Story, 
/ Yet meddles not with either Whig, or Tory’.37 In his epilogue, he returns to this theme, 
criticising the limited imagination of his playwright contemporaries for their financial 
exploitation of political tensions:  
  
 The Author saies his Heliconian stream, 
 Is not yet drain’d to such a low extream. 
 To abuse one Party with a Cursed Play, 
 And Bribe the other for a large third Day. (p. 80[?]) 
 
Behn’s solution to the near-requirement to engage politically at that moment is different from 
Banks’s, and perhaps cleverer.  In her passing reference, quoted above, to the Committee’s 
spending ‘Ten thousand pound a year in Bribes’, Behn might be seen as taking sides: she can 
be read as suggesting that times have changed for the better since ‘Old Noll’s dayes’, because 
‘Bribes are not so frequent now’. For her to insert material about bribery into the scene in the 
context of current concerns about such practices, though, she is also reminding her audience 
that bribery did not end with the restoration of the monarchy, but is instead a contemporary 
problem. 
 
Misinterpretation? 
 
In the introduction to this thesis, I make a distinction between letters as communicative 
artefacts and documentation of the kind that legalizes marital (and therefore financial) 
transactions. Behn’s use of petitions in this play, however, complicates that rather neat 
division, as the public and collective nature of the petition instead becomes intensely 
personalized, and is shown to be a means of achieving individual financial benefits. This sort 
of use of petitions overlaps with but departs from the ways in which Behn’s comedies deploy 
                                            
37 John Banks, Vertue Betray’d; or, Anne Bullen, A Tragedy (London: R. Bentley and M. Magnes, 1682) [sig. 
A3r]. Subsequent references are given in parentheses immediately following the reference. 
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material texts in instances discussed earlier in this thesis. Petitions here are not, for instance, 
the site of sustained mis-interpretation; instead, and perhaps more troublingly, they are the 
means by which explicitly competitive political hegemony is achieved. In the meeting of the 
Committee of Safety episode in Act III that has just been discussed, the material text is not a 
locus for the wrong-footing of male characters and the highlighting of their lack of 
interpretative abilities, as it had been in Sir Patient Fancy and The False Count, for instance. 
Rather, Behn dispenses with this aspect of material texts to advance their other potentials: in 
this play, texts are used in part to raise questions of culpability, authority and suspicion.  
In an observation quoted in part in the introduction to this thesis, Frederick Kiefer 
suggests that early-modern (Renaissance) playwrights ‘were attentive to the pragmatic 
demands of the theatre and the expectations of the audience. Shakespeare and his 
contemporaries knew that reading and writing, in themselves, do not necessarily exert a 
theatrical appeal’. Kiefer goes further in asserting that ‘[t]he sight of an actor perusing a book 
or composing a letter is not likely to engage an audience for long since these are essentially 
solitary activities and typically require a certain self-absorption on the part of reader or 
writer’.38 The theatrical limitations and opportunities presented by material texts appears, in 
the context of Aphra Behn, to be of interest not just to late sixteenth- and early seventeenth-
century playwrights, however. Indeed, evidence in The Roundheads suggests that Aphra 
Behn was acutely aware of the kinds of textual materiality that would engage her audience. 
For instance, in relation to what might be considered a perfunctory aspect of text – in its basic, 
communicative mode, without any fast-paced action preceding it or giving it impetus – Behn 
has her cavalier withdraw from the stage for the act of writing: 
 
CORPORAL Collonel, Do you command me any thing? 
FREEMAN Yes, I’ll send thee with a Note — Let’s step into a Shop and write it; Loveless 
stay a moment, and I’ll be with thee.       (I.1.177-79) 
 
Behn was certainly well versed in the comic juxtaposition that a material text could facilitate, 
though. As mentioned briefly above, for instance, in the scene in which Lady Lambert’s 
husband comes close to discovering her in her rooms with Loveless, Behn utilizes the 
serenity and solitude that Kiefer implies are associated with the physical text – in this case 
placed in a specifically religious context – in order to draw out the physical comedy taking 
place around it. In a scene that is decidedly close to that in Sir Patient Fancy in which Lady 
                                            
38  Frederick Kiefer, Writing on the Renaissance Stage: Written Words, Printed Pages, Metaphoric Books 
(London: Associated University Presses, 1996), p. 14. 
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Fancy must quickly conceal her lover, Wittmore, as her husband enters the room (and refuses 
to leave, blithely unaware of Wittmore being hidden in his wife’s chamber), and in another 
considerable departure from Tatham, Lambert, along with his fellow, drunken Committee 
members, interrupts his wife whilst she has just enough time to pause in her seduction of 
Loveless in order to conceal him. Well aware of their imminent discovery, Lady Lambert 
orders Loveless and her maid in turn: ‘Lye down on the Couch — and cover him you with the 
Foot-Carpet, — so, give me my Prayer-book’ (IV.2.213-14). Loveless obliges and ‘lyes down 
along on the Couch — they cover him with the Carpet: Lady Lambert takes her Book, sits 
down on his Feet, and leans on the back of the Couch reading; Gilliflower stands at t’other 
end’ (IV.2.213-14 SD). Whilst, in yet another elision of the distinction between religio-
political and sexually charged language, Lady Lambert becomes indignant at having been 
interrupted at her ‘Devotion’, her book key to her deception here (IV.2.222), the trick is 
compromised as ‘Lambert sits down on Loveless’, who ‘rouls off [the couch], and turns 
Lambert over, the rest of the men run out crying Treason, Treason, overthrowing the Lights, 
putting ’em out’ (IV.2.226-27). The fact that Lambert’s immediate response to his fright, and 
to the darkness is a cry of ‘a Plot, a Popish Plot’ serves, in the context of Behn’s treatment of 
plots more generally, to underscore his foolishness, and to expose as outright hysteria the 
discourse concerning the Popish Plot. It’s also the case, however, that this episode highlights 
the key limitation in Kiefer’s argument when he asserts that ‘[t]he sight of an actor perusing a 
book or composing a letter is not likely to engage an audience for long’. As Behn 
demonstrates here, a material text is only ever part of the staged context, and it is the level of 
dramatic synthesis and integration with the verbal and the physical that produces the humour 
and suspicion so often associated by Behn with material texts.  
 Although The Roundheads; or, The Good Old Cause does not – at present – resemble 
the three other comedies by Behn treated as part of this study in as far as it has only a single 
source associated with it, in many ways it offers the most comprehensive and sustained 
treatment of the dramatic opportunities for the staging of a material text of any of the plays 
analysed here. The written document is not a locus for mis-reading, as it is in Sir Patient 
Fancy; nor does it function in the subversion and circumscription of social rank as it had done 
in The False Count a few months earlier. Instead, although Behn’s characters in The 
Roundheads capitulate to the written word in a way that is reminiscent of Sir Patient, 
Francisco, and Isabella, Behn’s real interest here is the self-interest that motivates such a 
capitulation. Indeed, in this sense, when Derek Hughes suggested that in reworking The 
Rump Behn displays an ‘interest, entirely lacking in her source, in the interior human 
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impulses that shape public conflict, and cause one historical crisis to resemble another’, he is 
correct.39 
 
 
 
 
                                            
39 Hughes, Theatre, p. 140. 
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Concluding Remarks 
 
Part way through the research for this project – more specifically, the systematic reading in 
order to establish verbal parallels that might point to evidence of Aphra Behn’s borrowing – I 
began to feel that there was nothing left to say about Behn, that her comedies had been too 
well treated by those before me that I had nothing, and could find nothing, to add. It began to 
seem as though my efforts would have been better spent doing the kind of recovery work that 
those before me had done, and that those around me were doing.1 Much interest and comfort, 
however, was derived from early explorations of Aphra Behn’s contexts – most obviously, 
perhaps, Maureen Duffy’s biography of Behn, The Passionate Shepherdess – which 
expanded those contexts so far as to render them overwhelmingly but intriguingly 
multifarious. It is, therefore, with this biography at my side, that I willingly pay a debt to just 
a few of the most striking but necessary omissions in this study, with a view to the ways in 
which it might have been different if I were beginning again. 
 Before doing that, though, I must spend a moment reviewing what the positive 
findings of this thesis are. Perhaps the most striking is the range of witty, troubling and 
sometimes downright naughty ways that Behn engaged with her contemporary sources. 
Whether she was remaking Killigrew’s Thomaso into The Second Part of the Rover, as 
discussed in chapter three, or, magpie-like, finding dialogue in Shirley’s The Constant Maid 
that she could make have the effect of completely transforming a situation in Molière, as 
shown in chapter two, she is constantly engaging, and challenging, and always demonstrates 
a very firm sense of what will attract and entertain her audience. It is clear that she was 
exceptionally widely read in the drama of her period (and in the one that preceded it), and 
that her interest in the writings of others was intense. Secondly, my decision to give structure 
to my overall argument by centring it on questions of Behn’s representation of material texts 
demonstrates how very productive this category is for an exploration of her writings. She 
made her living by her pen, and engaged extensively, in her prefatory materials, in current 
debates about the nature of writing in general, and writing as a woman allied to Tory 
principles in particular. Every aspect of her Popish Plot and Exclusion Crisis borrowings 
demonstrates this fascination with what a written text might be, and in particular with how it 
                                            
1  See, for instance, Hester Pulter, Poems, Emblems, and the Unfortunate Florinda, ed. by Alice Eardley 
(Toronto: Centre for Reformation and Renaissance Studies, 2014); Rachel Adcock, Sara Read, and Anna 
Ziomek, eds, Flesh and Spirit: An Anthology of Seventeenth-Century Women’s Writing (Manchester: 
Manchester University Press, 2014). 
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might function on stage to raise fundamental questions about Behn’s cultural and political 
setting. Much has been achieved through the combination of wide reading and paring down 
to the particular plays and questions that this thesis has addressed. 
The necessarily limited focus of this study, on both material text and Aphra Behn’s 
borrowings from mid- to late seventeenth-century literature and drama, has, though, produced 
one important partiality and three key omissions that I shall address in turn here, beginning 
with the partiality. My focus on Behn’s use of material texts in her drama, and their political 
and romantic potential, has prevented me from making clearer some of her more imaginative 
borrowings that have no relationship with the on-stage presentation of textual materiality. Of 
particular regret is that I have not considered here in any detail characters such as Sir Patient 
Fancy’s bumbling Devonshire knight, Sir Credulous Easy. Like Lady Knowell, Sir Credulous 
finds his genesis in James Shirley’s The Constant Maid in the form of Shirley’s knight, 
Startup, with whom he shares a number of verbal parallels. Aphra Behn’s treatment of Sir 
Credulous is both more gently teasing and far less contemptuous than Shirley’s treatment of 
Startup, who, at the play’s end, has his courtship escapades brought to a rapid halt by the 
arrival of the father of the country girl whom he has abandoned in her pregnancy with his 
child; he is returned to the woman whom he had deserted in the pursuit seduction 
opportunities. As George Woodcock notes, Sir Credulous is often ‘extravagantly fooled’ 
during the course of the play’s action.2 . One such occasion, for instance, sees him handing 
over his watch to two of the play’s rakes. This extravagant fooling, though, is entirely Behn’s 
addition to James Shirley’s equivalent character, Startup. But such fooling is treated 
lightheartedly, and whilst Sir Credulous does not marry Lady Knowell’s daughter, Lucretia, 
at the play’s end as he had hoped, Behn dispenses wholly with Shirley’s punishment of the 
knight; this country knight, in Behn’s hands, is a source of humour without being an object of 
contempt, even as he masquerades as part of a silent courtship ritual as ‘a Dumb Ambassador 
from the Blind God of Love’.3  
 That discussion of a figure tricked out of valuables by more wily characters, and the 
staging of and reference to a non-verbal courtship ritual leads across to the first main 
omission in this study: it has not been possible for it to address in any detail Aphra Behn’s 
dramatic self-referentiality. Quoted in the introduction to this study is Derek Hughes’s astute 
observation that ‘Behn’s plays are allusive, though primarily to other plays’; importantly, 
                                            
2 George Woodcock, The Incomparable Aphra (London: Boardman, 1948), p. 132. 
3 Aphra Behn, Sir Patient Fancy, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 
1992-1996), VI (1996), pp. 1-81 (I.1.252-53).                                                                                                          
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though, Behn does not limit her allusions to plays by her predecessors and contemporaries, 
but also echoes scenes from her earlier plays in those discussed as part of this study.4 In some 
cases, such references across and within Behn’s dramatic oeuvre take the form of explicit 
verbal acknowledgement, such as in The Second Part of The Rover, where Featherfool recalls 
the treatment of his companion, Ned Blunt, in The Rover. This is a scene when, as mentioned 
briefly in Chapter Three, Blunt finds himself also tricked out of his watch and other valuables 
by the prostitute Lucetta and her pimp, Sancho, before escaping through a ‘Common-Shoar’.5 
This scene from The Rover is recalled in The Second Part of The Rover when Featherfool, 
lamenting his fate in finding himself in bed with a man rather than, as he’d expected, that 
same Lucetta, invokes the tribulations of his comrade: ‘that I could not be warn’d from 
Whoring in a strange Country, by my friend Ned Blunt’s Example’.6 Other aspects of Behn’s 
self-referentiality not treated here include (re)occurrences in staging, such as the echoes of Sir 
Credulous’s dumb-show in Behn’s much later The Emperor of the Moon (1687), and the 
much earlier mention of the role of such a dumb-show as a seduction technique in Behn’s 
first staged play, The Forc’d Marriage; or, The Jealous Bridegroom.  
 One of the more frustrating omissions with regard to this study is bound by the sheer 
range of Aphra Behn’s borrowings from late sixteenth- and early seventeenth-century drama, 
which have a peculiar context of their own, in part connected to the competitive theatrical 
duopoly within which Behn was writing until the merging of the Duke’s Company and the 
King’s Company in 1682. An extended engagement with her works would therefore have to 
employ a rather different critical framework than that used here, especially in light of recent 
argumentation regarding Thomas Killigrew’s planned revisions to Thomaso in preparation for 
staging it. Recent scholars have, for instance, followed the lead of Albert Wertheim in 
examining Killigrew’s revisions to his plays for performance after the re-opening of 
London’s theatres, and concluded that his decision to excise from Thomaso some of the more 
extensive verbal parallels taken from Ben Jonson’s Volpone undoubtedly connected to the 
fact that Jonson’s play formed part of the King’s Company’s repertoire. 7 Any extensive 
exploration into Aphra Behn’s borrowings from Renaissance dramatists such as those already 
                                            
4 Hughes, The Theatre of Aphra Behn (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 192. 
5 Aphra Behn, The Rover; or, The Banish’t Cavaliers, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols 
(London: Pickering, 1992-1996), V (1996), pp. 445-521 ([III].2.86 SD).                                                                                                          
6 Aphra Behn, The Second Part of The Rover, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols (London: 
Pickering, 1992-1996), VI (1996), pp. 223-98 (IV.1.446-47).                                                                                                          
7 Albert Wertheim, ‘Production Notes for Three Plays by Thomas Killigrew’, Theatre Survey, 10 (1969), 105-13; 
Marcus Nevitt, ‘Thomas Killigrew’s Thomaso as a Two-Part Comedy’, in Thomas Killigrew and the 
Seventeenth-Century Stage: New Perspectives, ed. by Philip Major (Farnham: Ashgate, 2013), pp. 113-32. 
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identified by her recent critics and editors – such as Marston, Jonson, and Middleton – must 
necessarily tackle the even trickier question of textual and material ownership beyond that of 
the personal, and into that of the institutionalised.  
 
1679-1681: Other Plays 
 
Three plays additional to those discussed in this thesis were also associated with Aphra 
Behn’s name. Though not treated here, all were performed in the years on which this study 
focuses, and each has been necessarily excluded for a different reason, connected either to the 
parameters of this investigation, or to the evidence available in relation to it: The Feign’d 
Curtizans, The Revenge, and The Young King. In her introduction to The Feign’d Curtizans; 
or, A Night’s Intrigue, Jane Spencer begins by asserting that the play ‘is not based on any 
identified source’.8 A year later, Janet Todd drew a similar conclusion when, in her own 
introduction to the play, she suggested that ‘The Feign’d Curtizans has no source’, though 
likens its plot to that of The Rover.9 I have not been able to identify either a mid- or late 
seventeenth century English or French source for the play that conforms to the key criterion 
that there must be ‘verbal parallels’, as set out in the introduction; this is the primary reason it 
is not treated here. In light of Behn’s systematic practices of borrowing, paraphrasing, 
imitating, and re-imagining between 1678 and 1681 explored throughout this thesis, though, I 
remain convinced that there is work still to do in relation to the contexts of The Feign’d 
Curtizans’s composition. It is, however, as Todd intimates in her comparison of this play 
with The Rover, a vastly rich tapestry of disguise, confusion, Puritan sexual hypocrisy of the 
kind that foreshadows Behn’s treatment of the Lay Elder, Ananias Gogle, in The Roundheads, 
and servants subverting their normal place by tricking their social superiors out of their 
money and possessions. My hope is that, by supplementing what has been demonstrated in 
this thesis about Aphra Behn’s engagement with her source texts, as well as drawing on the 
continuing recovery projects of the kind mentioned above, and the sheer range of materials 
available through Early English Books Online, scholars of early-modern literature and drama 
may be even better equipped to identify plausible borrowings by Behn for this play. One 
possibly fruitful area of exploration in this regard from my observations regarding Behn’s 
treatment of the Turkish language appropriated from L’École des jaloux, may be Aphra 
                                            
8 Jane Spencer, ed., ‘Introduction’, in The Rover and Other Plays (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), pp. 
vii-xxii (p. xv).  
9 Janet Todd, ed., The Feign’d Curtizans, in The Works of Aphra Behn, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 1992-1996), 
VI (1996), pp. 84-85 (p. 84). 
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Behn’s treatment of the Italian language in The Feign’d Curtizans. In appropriating, though 
trimming, Montfleury’s Great Turk’s slightly garbled Turkish – a language that Behn did not 
have, if the rest of her oeuvre is taken as indicative of the range of her languages – her 
treatment of similarly garbled Italian in her 1679 comedy may provide a new starting point 
for those embarking on discovering Behn’s additional contexts.  
 The question of what Aphra Behn wrote is still a pressing one for scholars of late 
seventeenth-century drama and early women’s writing, and has loomed large over some of 
the decisions regarding the limitations of this study, especially in relation to the chronological 
parameters employed when considering Behn’s source texts. The only play to appear between 
1678 and 1681 that is included in The Works of Aphra Behn but that does not bear her printed 
initials on its title-page is The Revenge. The fact that the play appropriates John Marston’s 
The Dutch Courtesan (1605) takes it out of the mid- to late seventeenth-century focus for 
source texts here, but since its anonymity was the fundamental factor that informed the 
decision not to include it, it bears brief discussion here. As the most recent editor of the 
fullest range of Aphra Behn’s dramatic works, Janet Todd states in her Textual Introduction 
to the first of the drama volumes that, in addition to the title-pages of the play-quartos that 
bear Behn’s name, ‘[t]hree other plays, all adaptations – The Debauchee, The Counterfeit 
Bridegroom and The Revenge – have sometimes been attributed to Behn with considerable 
justification, and with less The Woman Turn’d Bully’.10 Aphra Behn’s bibliographer, Mary 
Ann O’Donnell, suggested of the anonymous publications of The Revenge that the ‘play was 
published when Behn was attacked for plagiarism, especially for The Rover […], and she 
may have been reluctant to draw more fire by putting her name on another alteration’.11 Janet 
Todd later echoed O’Donnell with a two-pronged approach to arguing for the relative 
security of The Debauchee within Behn’s dramatic oeuvre. Todd suggests that ‘several of the 
anonymously published plays were written at a time when Behn probably felt concerned with 
the accusations of plagiarism that had arisen from The Rover, Abdelazer and Sir Patient 
Fancy, and she might, while wanting the profits, not have wished her name to be on further 
adaptations’.12 Possibly this is true, but it does not account for the fact that Behn put her 
name to the title-page of Sir Patient Fancy, a comedy that, as discussed in Chapter Two here, 
borrows from both French and English sources, at the same time as acknowledging her 
authorship of The Rover: ‘Written by Mrs. A. Behn, the Authour of the Rover’. Neither does 
                                            
10 Janet Todd, ed., ‘Textual Introduction’, in The Works of Aphra Behn, 7 vols (London: Pickering, 1992-1996), 
V (1996), pp. xi-xiv (p. xi). 
11 Mary Ann O’Donnell, Aphra Behn: An Annotated Bibliography of Primary and Secondary Sources (New 
York: Garland, 1986), p. 287.  
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Todd’s suggestion square fully with the fact that Behn was, twice in 1681, to make explicit 
borrowings in her drama from comparatively recent sources, one of which, Thomaso, 
provoked the backlash to which Todd refers. In light of this, and the trajectory that Behn’s 
dramatic output was to take after the publication of The Revenge in 1680, it seems unwise to 
view Behn as reluctant to put her name to plays for which she had made unacknowledged 
borrowings, especially in light of her subsequent extensive and unacknowledged borrowings 
from Montfleury’s L’École des jaloux in 1681. Indeed, immediately following The Revenge 
were three plays all treated in the course of this study in relation to their borrowings, and all 
bearing Behn’s name on the title-page, The Second Part of The Rover, The False Count, and 
The Roundheads. The diversity of critical opinion regarding Aphra Behn’s possible 
authorship of The Revenge ranges from Robert D. Hume’s seeming certainty of Behn’s hand, 
a conviction on his part so strong that the fact that the play was anonymously published is not 
mentioned by in his The Development of Drama in the Late Seventeenth Century; to 
Jacqueline Pearson’s tentative assessment that the play is ‘probably by Behn’; to Allardyce 
Nicoll’s sweeping attribution of the play to Thomas Betterton, manager of the Duke’s 
Company that staged the play, with no mention of Behn’s possible authorship. 12 Issues 
regarding (partial) anonymity and the Behn canon have been raised most recently by Leah 
Orr in particular relation to the notion that the three instalments of Love-Letters between a 
Nobleman and his Sister are not Behn’s work. 13 Orr’s cautionary approach is valuable, 
though a little puzzling in terms of the fact that she does not raise objections to Behn’s 
relationship with The History of Oracles (1688), like Love-Letters, also signed ‘A. B.’. Whilst 
this is an obvious complication to and omission from Orr’s argument, Orr’s suggestion that 
modern critics interpret ‘A. B.’ as synonymous with ‘anonymous’ in the later seventeenth 
century implies the need for sustained re-evaluations, especially of the drama that is being 
treated with such caution here. 
 The curious position of Aphra Behn’s The Young King is perhaps made clearest by the 
comments of Janet Todd, who suggests that the shift in dramatic tastes away from 
tragicomedy in 1672 may have led Behn ‘not to risk at this moment a tragicomedy she had 
                                            
12 Robert D. Hume, The Development of English Drama in the Late Seventeenth Century (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1976), p. 352; Jacqueline Pearson, ‘Blacker than Hell Creates: Pix Rewrites Othello’, in Broken 
Boundaries: Women & Feminism in Restoration Drama, ed. by Katherine M. Quinsey (Lexington: University 
Press of Kentucky, 1996), pp. 13-30 (p. 15); Allardyce Nicoll, A History of English Drama, 1660-1900, 7 vols 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1952-1970), II (1952), p. 211. 
13 See Leah Orr, ‘Attribution Problems in the Fiction of Aphra Behn’, Modern Languages Review, 108 (2013), 
30-51. See especially pp. 39-43, in which Orr questions the reliability of Gerard Langbaine as source for 
posthumous attribution, and discusses the ‘common use of A. B.’ as an insubstantial claim for attribution.  
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probably already composed’.14 Later, however, Todd suggests that ‘in The Young King [… 
Behn] offered a more profound engagement with the Exclusion Crisis’.15 Todd is certainly 
not wrong in relation to the mode offered by tragicomedy in the staging of issues such as 
monarchical legitimacy during the Exclusion Crisis. Such matters have been discussed in the 
introduction to this thesis in light of Nancy Klein Maguire’s comments in ‘Factionary Politics: 
John Crowne’s Henry VI’. Todd’s comments do, though, point to the complexities in the 
composition, staging, and printing of The Young King which collectively mean that it does 
not sit comfortably in established categories, and is therefore often overlooked by critics. 
Whilst my focus here has been on the genre in which Behn was most prolific – especially 
from 1678 to 1681 – I have done very little to redress this critical neglect, though wish to 
highlight the tensions inherent in Todd’s comments here by way of an explanation as to why: 
in her dedication to The Young King, Behn described the play as the ‘youthful sally of my 
Pen, this first Essay of my Infant-Poetry’, explaining that she ‘waited long’ to bring the play 
to the stage for fear of censure.16 This suggestion has often been taken by critics to imply that 
the play was composed in or before 1670, the year in which Behn premiered on the public 
stage. The play’s performance in 1679, and its publication in 1683, means that its contexts 
present challenges to literary critics, even those familiar with Behn’s dramatic writings; as I 
hope I have demonstrated here in particular relation to Sir Patient Fancy at least, Behn’s 
prefatory materials do not always tell her readers the truth. In many ways, then, at this 
moment The Young King has three firm and valid contexts, though the responsiveness of its 
composition in light of the crisis of exclusion cannot yet be one of them. 
Finally, although this study has not explicitly drawn on new and developing theories 
of epistolary fiction, it is much indebted to such investigations in its conceptualisation. The 
reason for this is that, whilst Behn’s use of material texts on stage occasionally has an explicit 
communicative function, it is the interpretative limitations that such texts often expose or 
reaffirm that have formed a large part of my focus here. In my consideration of legal and 
political writings, I have also considered textual materialism outside of its explicitly 
subjective, stylised forms; my approach necessarily, therefore, excludes extensive 
interrogation of continuing and innovative research into what Karen Bloom Gevirtz refers to 
in her treatment of Love-Letters between a Nobleman and his Sister as an ‘ongoing 
exploration of the philosophical revolution’s concepts of the self’ that can be witnessed in 
                                            
14 Janet Todd, The Critical Fortunes of Aphra Behn (Columbia, SC: Camden House, 1998), p. 4. 
15 Todd, Critical Fortunes, p. 108. 
16 Aphra Behn, The Young King; or, The Mistake, in The Works of Aphra Behn, ed. by Janet Todd, 7 vols 
(London: Pickering, 1992-1996), VII (1996), pp. 79-151 (p. 83, ll. 6-16). 
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either sustained or reciprocal (fictional) epistolary expression’. 17  The foundation of the 
present study owes a considerable amount, however, to Warren Chernaik’s consistently 
insightful comparative study between Love-Letters between a Nobleman and his Sister, and 
the Portuguese Letters, Warren Chernaik notes that  
 
[t]he choice of the epistolary form […] carries with it certain formal cons[e]quences: 
essentially, the epistolary novel is an experiment in limited point of view and (in most 
cases, though not in the Portuguese Letters) multiple narration. […]. The obvious 
advantages of the epistolary form are intensity and immediacy. Though the method 
allows any number of possibilities for irony, in pointing out what the characters don't 
know when they write the letters, or juxtaposing two differing versions of the same 
events, and though it is possible for an author using the method both to build up 
suspense and to give the events an overall shape.18 
 
Aphra Behn’s comedies staged between 1678 and 1681, for which she borrowed from mid- 
and late seventeenth-century English and French sources, demonstrate the extent to which she 
understood the ‘immediacy’ of action often produced by the presence of a material text on 
stage. Behn not only used the presence of one or more material texts ‘to give the events [in 
her plays] an overall shape’, but also, as in the re-working of the content of a missive from 
her source text in The False Count, to expose the interpretative limitations and follies of her 
characters.  
 I began in this thesis by quoting Derek Hughes’s endorsement of Aphra Behn as ‘a 
careful and subtle writer of dramatic texts’ who ‘did not revere the written page as ultimate 
recourse’.19 Certainly this assessment is correct. The active revisions to her mid- and late 
seventeenth-century source texts concerning the written page in the context of its connections 
to political and sexual intrigue demonstrate that it is a communicative mode that Behn was 
intensely interested in, and saw opportunity in developing for comic and deceptive potential.  
In the spirit of beginnings, future enquiries into the various matters addressed in this 
study as a whole – from the identifying of previously unacknowledged verbal parallels to 
Behn’s astonishing dramatic self-referentiality – might best be facilitated by a new edition of 
Aphra Behn’s works, one which would place her firmly in the scholarly contexts, almost as 
multifarious as her own, in order that Behn studies can advance without having to find 
                                            
17  Karen Bloom Gevirtz, Women, the Novel, and Natural Philosophy, 1660-1727 (New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 2014), p. 39. 
18 Warren Chernaik, ‘Unguarded Hearts: Transgression and Epistolary From in Aphra Behn’s Love-Letters and 
the Portuguese Letters’, Journal of English and Germanic Philology, 97 (1998), 13-33 (pp. 24-25) 
19 Derek Hughes, The Theatre of Aphra Behn (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2001), p. 192. 
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compromises in relation to the line drawn between Robert D. Hume’s ‘historical scholarship’ 
and ‘historical interpretation’.20 
                                            
20 Robert D. Hume, ‘The Aims and Pitfalls of “Historical Interpretation”’, Philological Quarterly, 89 (2010), 
353-83 (p. 353). 
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